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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE SEVENTY-FIRST CONGRESS
FIRST SESSION

SENATE
Moxvpay, May 13, 1929
(Legislative day of Tucsday, May 7, 1929)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a messago
from the House of Represcentatives,

MESSAGE FROM THE TOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Haltl-
gan, one of g clerks, annonneed that the House had agreed to
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing
yotes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to
the joint resolution (H. J. Res, §9) to extend the provisions of
Public Resolutlion No. 92, Seveutieth Congress, approved Feb-
ruary 25, 1929.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION BIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had aflixed his
giguature to the enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 59) to
exiend the provisiong of Public Resolution No. 92, Seventieth
Congress, approved February 25, 1029, and it was signed by the
Viee President,

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. FESS, Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk ealled the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Fletcher King Sheppard
Aslinrat Fragier La Follette Shortridge
Rarkley tlearge McKellar Blmmansg
Blughim Gillett MeMaster Smoot
Black (ilags MeNary Bteck
Blaine Glenn Metenlf Steiwer
Rl . Gofl Moses Stephens
Borah Gaoldehorough Norbeck Swunson
Brookhart Gould Norris Thomas, Idaho
Broussind Greeng Nye Thomas, Okla,
urton Tale Oddie Townsend
Cappor Harrig Overman Trammell
Carawny Harrisnn Patterson Tydings
Connaully Hastings Phipps Vandenberg
Copeland Hawes Fine Wagner
Congens Hayden Pittman Waleott
Cutting Hebert Ransdell Walsh, Magss,
Dale Heflin Reed Walsh, Monut.
Deueen Howell Robingon, Ark, Warren
in Johnson Itobinson, Ind. Waterman
Falge Kean Backett Watson
Fous Keyes Bchall Wheeler

Mr. DILL. 1 desire to announce that my colleague, the senfor
Senator from Washington [Mr, Joxes] is absent by reason of
Iness,

Mr, SHEPPARD. I wish to annonnce that the senior Scna-
tor from South Carolina [Mr. Sanrn] is detained from the
Senate owing to illness in his family.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-cight Senators have an-
gwoered to their names, A guorum is present,

AVPRECTATION OF THE COMMISSION OF INQUIRY AND CONCILIATION,
BOLIVIA AND PARAGUAY

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
communication, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign
Helations and ordered to be printed in the REcorb:

COMMISSION OF INQUIRY AND CONCILIATION,
Borivia aNXD PARAGUAY,
Washington, D. C., May 13, 1929,

Bin: The Commisslon of Inqulry and Conclliation, Bolivia and Para-
guny, in its meeting of this date, nnenimously adopted the resolution
which I hereby bave the honor of transmitting to you, The resolution
reads @

LXXI—T4

“In acknowledgment of the kind welcome which the Senate and
House of Representatives of the United Btates of Ameriea, thelr pre-
slding officors nnd membership, were good enough to tender to the
commission during Its visit to those legislative bodles, May 7, 1929;

“The Commisslon of Inquiry and Concillation, Bolivia and Paraguay,
resclves:

“To express s respectful and sincere appreciation to the Somate
and the Hounse of Representatives of the United States of Amerien,
whose interest in the peace and good will of the American natlons was
agnin evidenced by (he corlial welcome which they tendered to the
commission ; and

“To ask the chalrman of the commission to transmit thls resolution
to the Viee I'resident of the United States and to the Speaker, with
the reqguest that they be good enough to econvey this expreasion of thanks
to the members of the respective legislative bodies.”

1 have the Lonor to be, gir, your obedient gervant,
Fraxx McCoy,
Chairman of the Commission,
The Vice PRESIDENT,
United Stales Senate,

FUNERAL OF THE LATE DEPRESENTATIVE CASEY

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed ag the committee on the
part of the Senate to attend the funeral of the late Representa-
tive Joun J. Casgy, of Pennsylvania, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Reen], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr, Keax],
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Towxsesn], the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. DBarxiey], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
TaoMmas], and the Senator from Texas [Mr, CoxyarLny].

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution
of the Ingleside Improvement Olnb, California, praying for a
reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes,
which was referred to the Commitiee on Finance,

He also laid before the Senate a memorial of sundry ecitizens
of the State of New York remonstratinng against the adoption
of a proposed calendar revision which might affect the conti-
nuity of the weekly cycle, which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations,

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by True
American Couneil, No. 186, Daughters of Liberty, at Caldwell,
N. J., praying for the retention of the national-origins clause in
the immigration law, which was referred to the Committee on
Immigration.

He also lald before the Senate the following joint memorial
of the Legislature of the Territory of Alaska, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Claims:

House Joint Memorial 8
Iy TE LEGISLATURE OF THE TERRITORY OF ALASEA,
Nixtn BEssioN.
To the Congress of the United Statcs:

Your memoriallst, the Legislature of the Territory of
respectfully represents that

Whereas bills were incorred by the eighth session of the Legis-
lature of tbe Territory of Alaska, as follows:

Alaska,

B A ey nn e e S RS St s B e e T e e $286.23
Morris Constructlon €O o e S b L el 75. 25
Alagka Electric Light & IPower Co-- 6. 60
John JHREEIB oo e 15. 60

For milenge due members because of a deficiency in the ap-
propriation for this item for the 1927 gession and which
is still unpald, as the Attorney General rules that S, 42067
does not cover the aunthorization for mileage . o oooeenn  280.70

which are just and proper charges for services rendered and material

J supplied, and for which payment bhas not been made.
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Now, therefore, your memoriallst respectfully urges that these
bills be given your careful consideration and that means be provided
for thelr payment.

And your memorialist will ever pray.

I'nsscd by the house of represcntatives, April 17, 1029,

R. C. ROTHENBURG,
Speaker of the House.

Attest:

Ropert C. HURLEY,
Clerk of the House,

Passed by the senate, April 24, 1929,

WiLL A. STERL,
President of the Senate.

Attest:

Casa CoLx,
Seerctary of the Benate,

Approved by the pgovernor:

Gro. A. PArgs,
Governor,

Mr. WATERMAN presented a brief of the tariffl committee
of the Clear Creek County (Colo.) Metal Mining Association,
siened by B, B, Nupheyo, jr., chairman of Idaho Springs, Colo,,
with reference to the tarlff on nietals, which wus referred to
the Committee on Finance,

Mr. DENEEN presented a resolution adopted by the Sixth
Annual State Couvention of the Illinois Republicnn Women's
Clubs, commending the President of the United States for
hig recent speech relative to Ilaw enforcement and pledging
loyal support in the observance amnd enforcement of law, which
wius referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.,

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH presented resolutions adepted by
Harford County (ALl.) Pomona Grange, favoring the imposi-
tion of a tariff duty of GO per cent on hmmported canned
domdtoes, which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

IHe also presented the following joint resolution of the Legis-
lature of the State of Maryland, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Library:

Joint Ttesclution 3

A joint resolution recommending to the Congress of the United States
that The Star-Spangled Banner be declared to be the national anthem
of the United States of America
Whereas The Star-Spangled Banner hag, by acclaim of the people of

our eountry and by general consent of the clvilized governments of the

world, been recognized as the national anthem of the United States
of America; and

Whereas undor the leadership of the Soclety of the War of 1812
in Maryland, supported by the patriotic societies of the country gener-
ally, the birthplace of The Star-Spangled Banner, namely, Fort Mcilenry,
was dedicated as a national sghrine on Beptember 12, 1928: Therefore
be It

Resolred by the General Assembly of Maryland, That the Congress
of the United States be earnestly requested to take appropriate actlon
whereby The Star-8pangled Banner may be declared to be the national
anthem of the United States of America: and be it further

Resolved, That the gecretary of the state of Maryland be, and he Is
hereby, requested to transmit under the great seal of thils State a
copy of the aforegoing resolution to the President of the United States,
the I'resident of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, and to each of the Representatives from Maryland in both Houses
of Congress.

Approved March 8, 1020,

I, David C. Winebrenner, 3d, secretary of state, do hereby certify that
the foregoing 15 a true and correct cony of Joint Resolution 3 of the
Acts of the General Assembly of Marylund of 1929,

As witness my hand and official seal this Sth day of May, 1029,

[SEAL.] Davio C, WiNERRENNER, 3d,

Seeretary of State.

Mr., GOLDSEOROUGH also presented the following joint
resolution of the Legisloture of the State of Maryland, which
was referred to the Committee on Patents:

Joint Itesolution 4
A joint resolution memorializing the Congress of the United States to
amend the copyright law

Whereas under the present copyright act a person who has copy-
rehted o musleal composition bas not only the exeluaive right to print,
reprint, publish, copy, and vend that compositlon but the additlonal
rizht to use that composition publicly for profit; and

Whoreas the copyright act provided that the capyright
may recoyer i sum In eortain enses of as much as $100 from
offender for the Infringement of this exelusive right to use the compo-
gition publiely for profit; and

Wherens protocted by this act certain copyright proprietors, in addl-
tion to the purchase price, charge unreasonable and exorbitant prices
for permisslon to use the composition publicly for profil; and

proprietor
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Whereas the varions copyright proprietors have formed an organiza-
tlon known as the American Society of Composers, Authors, and Pub-
lishers for the enforcement of the sald provisions of the copyright act
and for the protection of their interests thereunder ; and

Whereas the Amerlcan Soclety of Composers, Authors, and Tublishers
malntaing a supergovernmental enforcement agency with Investigntors
always ready to descend upon any offender and bring him to task; and

Whereas this additional fee for permission to use the composition
publiely for profit, and the penalties for Infringement of the same, are
pald to the copyright proprietor, who ordinarily is not tie author or
composer of the eomposition; and

Whereas these provisions of the copyright act are Inimicable to the
best interests of a majority of the people and make it lmpossible to
present this music to them at reasonable prices: Now, thercfore, be it

Resolved by the General Assembly of Maryland, Thal the Congress
of the United States be memorialized to amend the copyright act of
1909 to provide that a person who has copyrighted a deamatico-musical
or a choral or orchestral composition or other musleal composition,
which composition Is offéred for sale to the public, shall not have the
exclosive right to perform the copyrighted work publiely for proilt, nor
e entitled to recelve any fee or price In addition to the purchase price
for permission to use the composition In a public performance for
profit, nor be entitled to nny penalty If the composition f& =0 used with-
out the permission of the copyright proprictor; and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of the State of Marsland be, and he i3
hereby, requested to transmit, under the great seal of thiz State, a eopy
of the aforegoing resointion to the President of the Benate, tlic Spenker
of the I[MTonse of Representatives. and to ench of the Representuatives
from Maryland in both Houses of Congress.

Approved, March 8 1029,

I, David C. Winebrenner, 3d, secretary of stiute, da bereby certify
that the foregoing iz a trone and correct copy of Joint Besolution 4
of the Aets of the General Assembly of Marylaod of 1020,

As witness my hand and officinl senl this Sth day of May, 1920,

[sEAL,] DAviDp O, WiXEnrESNER, 3d,

Becretary of Btate

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH also presented the followlng Joint
resolution of the Legislature of the State of Maryland, which
wis referred to the Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds :

Joint Resolution O
A joint resolution memorializing the Congress of the Tinited Stales to
select a sile for the summer bome of the President In the State of

Maryland

Whereas DPresident Coolldge has soggesiod that provision be made
for a summer home for the P’resident of the United Btates near Wash-
Ington ; and

Wherens there are many sultable sites in Maryland near the National
Capital which would be desirnble for a summer home for the Presi-
dent ; and

Wherens, since the Nation's Capital was formerly a part of the State of
Maryland, it scems appropriate that the snmmer home of the President
ghould be located in Maryland: Therefore be it

Resolved by the General Assembly of Marylond, That the Congress of
the United Btates be, and it iz hereby, requested to sclect a site for the
summer home of the President of the United Stateg somewliere In the
Btate of Maryland; and be It further

Resoleed, That the sccretary of the State of Maryland be, and be g
hereby, requested to transmit, pnder the great scal of this Siate, a copy
of the aforegoing resolution to the President of the Unlied States, the
Preaident of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Hepresentatives,
and to each of the Representatives from Maryland in both Houses of
Congress,

Approved, March 8, 1020,

I, David C. Winebrenner, 8d, secretary of state, do herchy eortify
that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Joint Resolution 5 of
the Acts of the General Assembly of Maryland of 1929,

As witnegs my hand and officitl seal this 8th doy of May, 1929,

[8BAL.] Davin O, WiNeEpurNNER, 84,

Secrotary of Btate.

REPORTS OF THE MILITARY AFFAIRS COMMITTER

Mr. REED. from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
wis referred the bill (8. 4) to regulate promotion in the Army,
and for other purposes, reported it with amwendments and sub-
mitted a report (No. 11) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
hill (H. 1. 22) to provide for the stndy, investigntion, and sar-
vey. for commemorative purposes, of battle flelds in the vielnity

| of Richmond, Va,, reported it withont amendinent,

BALE OF MORTUAGE BONDS 1Y DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COMPANIES

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
submit a report from ithe Judiciary Commitice. The com-
mittee has had under econsideration the resolution (8. Res. O8)
presented by the Senator from Iowa [Mr, Brooxranrr] on Fri-
day last and has directed me to report it back Lo the Senate




1929

with the recommendation that the Committee on the Judiciary
be dischurged from the further consideration of the resolution
and that it be referred fo the Committee on the District of
Columbia. In accordance therewith, I report back the reso-
lution with that recommendation, together with the accompany-
ing papers, and ask that the same be referred to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resclutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. COPELAND :

A bill (8. 1071) for the relief of heirs of Jacob D. Hanson ;
to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. NYE:

A bill (8. 1072) for the relief of Gabriel Roth; to the Com-
mittee on Claims, [

A bill (8. 1073) granting the consent of Congress to the States
of North Dakota. and Minnesota, the county of Richland,
N. Dak., the county of Wilkin, Minn,, or to any one or more of
them, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the
Bois de Sioux; to the Committee on Commerce,

Iiy Mr. GREENE:

A bill (8. 1074) granting an Increase of pension to Persis C.
Hodgking: to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr, SHORTRIDGE:

A Bill (8. 1076) for the payment of certain eltizens of dam-
ages becanse of loss of their property in the general mess bulld-
ing of the Pacific Branch of the National Flome for Disabled Vol-
unteer Soldiers, when gaid building was destroyed by fire on
March 24, 1927: to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8, 1076) for the relief of Ira L. Dunecan

A bill (8. 3077) for the relief of John W. Fisher;

Abill (8. 1078) for the relief of Eddie Gordon:

A bill (8. 1079) for the relief of Harry H. Hale;

A bill (8, 1080) for the relief of Fred Helin;

A bill (8. 1081) for the relief of Bdward Hewitt;

: A bill (8, 1082) to correct the military record of Herbert
dorrell ;

A bill (8. 1083) for the relief of Charlie Hoover: and

A bill (8. 1084) for the relief of Charles Amiss; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. REED:

A bill (8. 1085) to amend section 5 of the act entitled “An
fict to establish a national military park at the battle field of
Fort Donelson, Tenn.,” approved March 26, 1028;

A bill (8. 1086) to authorize the sale of surplus War Depart-
ment real property at Jeffersonville, Ind.;

A Dbill (8. 1087) to provide further for the national security
and defense

A bill (8. 1088) to amend section § of the act entitled “An
act to establish -a national -military park at the battle ficld of
8tones River, Tenn.,” approved March 3, 1927 : and i

A bill (8. 1089) to authorize aides to the Chief of Staff of the
Army; to the Committee on Military Affalrs.

By Mr. METCALF :

A Dbill (8., 1090) granting a pension to Harriet J. B. Ford
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Iensions,

By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH :

A bill (8, 1081) to provide for the examination and survey
of the channel of the Upper Thoroughfare lying between the
Stegmboat wharf on Deals Island and Maynes Point in the
Tangier district; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. CUTTING : :

A Bill (8. 1092) to create a commission on elections, to de-
fine its duties, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TRAMMELL:

A bill (8, 1093) providing for a fund for reimbursement to
growers suffering loss of crops from the Mediterranean fruit
fly; to the Committee on Agricuiture and Forestry.

By Mr. WATSON:

A bill (8. 1004) granting an Increase of pension to Frank D.
Yandes (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
eglons,

By Mr. GOFF:

GA bill (8. 1095) granting an increase of pension to Margery
uy;

¥ A bill (8. 1096) granting an increase of pension to Hariet
ost

A bill (8. 1007) granting an Increase of pension to May Gra-
ham; and

A bill (8. 1008) granting an increase of pension to Mary K,
Harris; to the Committee on Pensions,
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A bill (8: 1099) to prohibit the sending and receipt of stolen
property throngh interstate and foreign commerce, uand trafick-
ing in the same; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, GILLET'T:

A bill (8. 1100) for the relief of Elizabeth B. Dayton; to the
Committee on Claims,

Ry Mr. MOSES:

A bill (8. 1101) to authorize the Postmaster General to in-
vestigate the condltions of the lease of the post-office garage,
in Boston, Mass, and to readjust the terms thereof; to the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

By Mr. CUTTING :

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 38) proposing an nmendment
to the Constitution of the United States relating to eligibility of
Members of Congress: and

A joint resolation (8. J, Res. 30) proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States relative to the nomination
or election of Members of Congress, President, and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By NMr. MOSES:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 40) authorizing and requesting
the President to extend invitations to foreigm governnmients to
be represented by delegates at the International Congress for
the BElind to be held in the city of New York in 1931; to the
Committes on Foreign Relations,

Mr. BROOKHART obtained the floor.

AMENDMENT TO TARIFF REVISION BILL

Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to House bill 2067, the tariff revision bill,
which was referred to the Committee on Finance and ordered
to be printed.

BUIPRESSION OF UNFAIR MARKETING PRACTICES

Mr. FLETUHER al¢o submitied an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill (8. 108) to suppress unfair and
fraudulent practices in the marketing of perishable agricultural
commuodities in interstute and foreign commerce, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

RELIEF OF FORMER LIEUT. COL. TIMOTHY J., POWERS

Mr, SHEPPARD submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed Ly him to the bill (8. 323) for the relief of former
Lieut, Col. Timothy J. Powers, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Claims and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENTS TO FARM PELIEF BILL

Mr. CARAWAY and Mr, NYE each submitted an amendment
and Mr. HEFLIN submitted twe amendments intended to be
proposed by thew, respectively, to Senate bill 1, the farm relief
bill, which were ordered to lie on the tuble and to be printed.

INVESTIGATION RELATIVE TO CERTAIN FEDERAL PATRONAGE

AMr, BROOKHART submitted the following resolution (8. Res.
40), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Regolved, That the amount nuthorized to be ecxpended by the sube
commitiee of the Committee on 1'ost Ofices and Poat Roads investigating
the circumstances surrounding the cholece of postmasters in presidential
offices and earriers, under authority of Senate Resolution 103, ngreed to
May 19, 1928, Seventieth Congress, and contlnued during the present
Congress by resolution of February 20, 1929, hereby is inercased from
$8,000 to $14,000, to be pald from the contingent fund of the Senate
upon vouchers approved by the chairman of said subcommittee.

YA NEW APPLICATION OF AN OLD JEFFERBONIAN PRINCIPLE "

Mr. COPELAND, Mr. President, I ask unnanimous consent
that a very interesting address by Congressman Lewis W.
Doveras at the Jefferson Day banquet in New York City on
April 20th last, may be printed in the Recomp.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without objection, it is so ordered.

The address is as follows:

My presence In the company of such able and distingulshed Senators
and In the company of such prominent figures as a former Becretary
of the Navy, under that great Democrat, Woodrow Wlilson, Is an act
of impropriety which will shortly and in due eourse become self-evident,

Yet, curiously enough, Impropriety and propriety are strangely mixed.
On the one hundred and elghty-sixth anniversary of the birth of &
great Republican (how gqueerly words have become eonfused In the span
of a century) and a greater American it is not improper that a western
man should publicly pay tribute to his bemefactor. It is mot improper,

because the vislon which projected itself a century into the future and
pletured a great emplre gpanning the continent from sea to sea, the wis-
dom which dictated Virginia's eession of the Northwest Territory to
an ¢nfeebled confederncy, the statesmanghip which drafted the prin-
ciples of government which were later to be substantially applied to
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the frontler and the public domain, and the diplomacy which effected
the nequisition of the Lawvislana territory and which pushed the front
line of American pioneers almost to the shores of the Pacific were
attributes and characteristics of the man in whose honored and cher-
ished memory we mouet to-night, Thomas JeMerson laid the foundation
stone of the West. [His spirit lives to glory in its great structure.

Were he heve this evening he would marvel at the ehanges which the
machize uge has produced In what was once a rural soclety, He would
look with awe ag we do on the complexities and Intricacies of a mecha-
nixed stute. To-day as he traveled (as he would bave) from Monticello
to the Hudson and saw before him the sky line and the activities of
this great city, a vibrating, living symbol of modernity, be would bave
murmured to Limself, as he once in another day and In almost identical
langunge remarked to a Prime Minister of France, *“ Nothing can
replace it; what will suecced it?" And yet he would still cling to the
truth of his political philosophy while he would shiver at its neglect
and nullification,

The American mind Is one of extremes,
in the body politic Americans resolve to destroy the body.
the remedy is more fatal than the disease,

Conditions have so changed tbat in many Instances Btates in the
exercise of powera Inherent In them are Incapable of or are supine in
thelr adequate adminlstration,

And the pulille mind, arcused partially by the persons steking votes
gnd partially by media of propaganda, have preeipltately concluded
that the States must be destroyed by means of creating great omnipo-
tent nnd omnisclent Federal officials and commissions which control
the destinies of our lives, The things that have been done may not
be undone, but the things that have been done need not be done again.

Let it be concedied that there are matters over which a Btate is
impotent. Does that concession, however, lead ineyitably to the con-
clusion that a Federal agency I8 the sole potentater Without referring
to the dog-eared books on our shelves, gnd the dogmatic formulas to
be found in them, without quoting the words of lawyers and courts,
pygmies and giants, can there not be made an analysis of modernity
in the light of renson and changed conditions, and can not a relatively
obscure and unused provislon of our Constitution be adapted to present
needsr Can not that paragraph of the basle law which permits of
sgreements among the SBtates, subject of course to the approval of the
Congress, be so employed as to proiect both the vitality of State
governments, adequate control of activities over which one State alone
mny be poewerless and yet still to save us from a bureaneratic govern-
ment—the greatest danger to our health and vigor ss a Republie?
New York and New Jersey have taken advantage of thelr rights and
have created the Port of New York Authority. How much happler
are they under that authority than they would be under an autocratic
Federal agency? Is it not possible that the same right which they
exercised in one respect may not be exercised in many eother and per-
baps larger fields of activity and of controls

Transportation of commodities between States has In the pnst been
confined to tangible things. Dut during the course of the last quarter
of a century there has been developed, with surprizing rapidity, an
industry which generates, transmits, and distributes an unknown
mysterious energy which, despite the mystery in which it Is enshrouded,
{s playing a part—a very important part—In shifting the focus of
industries and of population, and in promoting the peace and comfort
of the people of our Nation, In many Instances it is enzaged in inter
rather than intra state commerce and is, therefore, beyond the juris-
diction of any one Btate. But wherever and however its bualness ex-
tends beyond the borders of one State nnd across those of another,
the foecus of s activities Is limited Ly economie and natural factors
to resiricted geographical areas. Beeause of these same factors It
never will become national In scope. 18 It not wiser that the con-
trol of the rate structore of that Indusiry be wvested through agree-
nments fn the States aflfectedr Is it not sounder statesmanship, & it
not more consistent with the liberty and freedomr of a Jefferson, that
the Ftates by comrpact retain jurisdietion over that Industry which
may transform the eomplexion of commonwealths, or which may even
destroy one for the benefit of another? ©Or is it preferable that
an arbitrary central bureau recognizing no responsibility to regional
ureas, ignorant or unwilling to learn of thelr needs, shall by nuato-
erntle order, establish rules and regulations for an netiyity which
stionld properly be gubject to the joint jurisdlctlon of the States?
May not, in this instunce, the commpact cluuse be employed as a pro-
tection for the publie, o safegunrd for the States, and a barricr to
tyranny? The time will come again as it has come in the past, when
frenzied, unreasoned relinquishment of rights inherent in the Btates
will give rise to a popular ery agalnst those who advocated and
effeeted the relinquishment,

The ease cited Is but one example of the possible application of the

Whenever a disease exists
Freguently

compuct cliuge of the Constitution to the needs of a new order. There
mre many others,
Iimited only by the exclusive powers dolegated to the three

branches of the Iedernl Government, the compact clause of the

Copstitution may be employed as a method by and through which the
States may be malotnined as Jefferson contemplated them, and by and
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through which in the publle Interest adequate control may be effected
and yet by and through which the development of a Federal bureaucracy
may be effectively checked,

It is possible that some great flaring personality, imbued with the en-
thusiasmr and charm of a public leader, may yet lead the Amerlcan
mind cut of the morass of bureaveracy in swhich it has unfortnnately
been mired, With freedom as the passion of his life he mnay take his
place in history, elbow to elbow with the author of the Declaration
of Independence. No higher distinction can be given to any man,

OBSERVANCE OF THE SENATE RULES

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair desires to announce that
hereafter, after a Senator has begun to address the Senate, he
hopes Senators will observe the second clause of Rlule VII and
not interrupt the Senator for the purpose of introducing bills
or similar routine matters. Until the SBenator entitled to the
floor begins to speak the Chair feels that he should ask him to
yield for such a purpose. The unfinished business will be pro-
ceeded with, and the Senator from Iowa [Mr, Brookianrt] is
entitled to the Hoor.

FARM RELIEF

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the eon-
sideration of the bill (8. 1) to establish a IYederal farm board
to aid in the orderly marketing, and in the control and disposi-
tion of the surpins, of agricultural commodities in interstate
and foreign commerce,

Mr. BROOKHART, DMr. President, it is a regrettable fact
that politics of one kind and another has gotten into the ques-
tion of farm relief. 1t is especiully regrettable that it is Wall
Street polities against the rest of the country. It is still more
regrettable that the distinguished Republican whip [Mr. Frss]
has joined in this political campaign. We certainly gave him
every opportunity to answer everything on the floor of the
Senate and next he turns up in the newspapers. If he is cor-
rectly quoted in the clippings which I have, he has deseribed
some of us as * psendo-Republicans,” and I have the honor of
being the third In the list.

I am a Missourian by birth, and mot having had very much
school training I got down my copy of the Interpational Die-
tionary to find out what this * psendo " business means, 1 get
the dictionary down regularly once a year anyhow, so it was
not a4 very great inconvenience to do it on this oceasion, I find
that “psendo ™ is a Greek word that means “lying, false, to
belie”; that as a prefix in English signifying * false, counter-
feit, pretended, spurious.” When I found that the distinguished
Senator and brilliant scholar from Ohio had used those terms
in reference to me it ruflled my feathers a good deal at first,
but I always rufile them down again before I get into a fight;
so I looked back a second time in the dietionary and found that
the word has a second meaning, to wit, “In Lobachevskian
geometry an analogue of the corresponding ferm In Buclidean
geometry, as pseudo-form.” Of course, I do not have the
slightest idea what all of that means. [Laughter.] But prob-
ably that is what the Senator from Ohio intended to apply to
me in this matter, and thervefore I want to say to the Senator
that T do not feel mad about him at all. I am just sorry for
him ; that is all.

But, Mr. President, there are some psendo things that have
rotten into the matter of farm legizlation. This session of
Congress wus called to conslder the farm problem on its merits,
not as a false or counterfeit or pretended or spurious lssue,
I am inclined to think the psewdo business is in the farm hill
rather than in the Republicanismm which the Senator from
Ohio has eriticized. In fact I am ready to assert that the bill
does mot in any way carry out the Republican platform or
carry out the campaign pledges which were made. When the
campaicn was on the Senator from Ohio and all the other stand-
patters liked to consnlt me a great deal.

Mr, JOHNSON entered the Chamber.

Mr. FESS, Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr, FESS. Mr. President, I did not Interrupt the Senator
uniil my friend the Senator from California [Mr, Jouxson]
came in. On May 8, while the brilliant address by the Senator
from California was being delivered, I happened to be presiding
in the Chamber, and 1 was very much Imprescod.with this
senfence, which is found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page
9890, May 8, 1929

I take it, in the broader aspect, that if there {8 ever an obligatlon
upon those who pretend to serve a great: people, that obligation resty
upon both sides of this Chambér, upon Republicans, upon psoudo-Ro-
publicans, npon Democrats, and Republican-Democruts, fo this body and
elsewhere. I
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That was the origin of the term that was used by me the
day I wrote the letter to which the Senator has referred.

Mr., BROOKHART. Docs the Senator from Ohio mean by
that that he himself did not understand what the word “ pseudo
meant, and he thought it was a good word coming from the
Senator from California? [Laughter.]

Mr., FESS. 1 think, Mr, President, that I ought to answer
that question.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. I'resident:

The IPRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
TIowa yield to the Senator from California ¥

Mr., BROOKHART. I will first let the Senator from Ohio
answer the gquestion, and then I will yield 'to the Senator from
California,

Mr. FESS. I must confess that I did not have the dictionary
definition before me when 1 guoted the word used by my friend
froon California,

Mr. BROOKHART.
fornia.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, may I congratulate the Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr, Fess] upon the adoption of the language
of the Senator from California? 1 think that he Is progressing.
If hie would adopt the langnage of the Senator from California
in the address that was maide on the particular occusion in
reference to the pending bill, he would progress still further;
aud in time, I think, he would reach the position that some
of ns have renched who under any and all cireumstances we
wint to see real farm relief accorded. 'Then probably there
wiil be no difference between the Senator from Ohio and the
Senator frum lowa [Mr, Drooxuarr] in regard to a farm re-
lief measure.

The use of the word which I employed was perfectly appro-
priate in an address such as I made, and other terms used in
that address were equally appropriate. I trust that in adopt-
Ing one sentence of that address the Senator from Ohio will
adopt all, At any rate, I take it as a very high compliment,
indeed, that I shonld have so Impressed the Senator from Ohio
that immediately he wrote a letter in which he utilized one
purticular word or one particular expression that I employed
in my adidress,

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, that is the first ray of
lHght that has been shed on this matter by the Benator from
Ohio [Mr. Fess]l. There is great hope of the future, I think,
With a start like that something may result. We all under-
Btood the keen sareasm of the Senator from California [Mr.
Jounson], and we all knew perfectly well what he meant
wWhen he nsed the term * pseudo.”

Now, Mr. President, let us see about the pseado features
of the pending farm bill. I shall have to read again the Re-
publican platform, which promises:

The Repoblican Party pledges ltself to the development and enact-
ment of measures which will place the agricaltural interests of
Amerien on a hasig of economie equality with other industries to insure
its prosperity nnd success,

That Is the concluding parngraph of that plank of the Re
publican platform ; it is the summary of all the pledges which
were made in that plank. What has the Republicun Party
done to carry out that pledge? When we came to conslder
this the greatest issue of the present time, where were the
Republican standpat leaders during the working out and formu-
lation of this bill? Where was the distinguished chairman of
the Military AfMairs Committee [Mr, Rexp]? The only expres-
gion which I have ever gotten out of him was that it was a
“furmi bunk bill"; and I think he told about the truth in
regard to that, Where was the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Finance [Mr. Smoor] when it came to solyving
this the greatest economic problem of our time? He wus
quietly and soafely tucked away somewhere waiting for a tarif
b_iil to come along; he was not helping to formulate legisla-
tion to solve the farm problem. Where was the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Appropriations [Mr. WARReN]?
Hig attitnde was the same,

I have not heard a word of help or suggestion of solution
from those Senators, except in jprivate conversation with the
:"s(-?utnr from Utah, and that conversation was very satisfactory
ndeed,

The only one of the distinguished “ standpatters" who really
took the floor to fight for the provisions of this bill was the
Benator from Ohio.  Of course, I know the distinguished Rtepub-
ileun leader, the Senator from Indiana [Mr, Warsox], took the
floor for n couple of hours; but he spent most of his time trying
to demonstrate that be had been more inconsistent than had the
Democratle leader; and after listening to his able and eloguent
appeal I concluded he was almost suceessful, [Laughter.]

I now yield to the Senator from Cali-
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Now let us see about this bill. The Senator from Ohio when
he had the floor was asked to show how the bill would give fo
the wheat growers the prosperity enjoyed by the industrics, and
a pitiful mess he made of that, There was no priee, such as the
industries are able to fix for their products, even suggested by
the Senator in conneetion with agricultural production.  Every
industry figures its cost of production, and on an average the
industries get that cost and a good deal more. I have taken
into consideration in measuring the return to industries the fact
that, though many succeed, others fail, I am perfectly aware
that 42 per eent of all the corporations in the United States are
operating at a loss, but while that is true the other OS per cent
are operating at an enormous and an excessive profit. The
farmers of the United States are at least entitled to the average
return of the successful and the unsuccessful industries; and
small business in the United States is entitled to a better con-
sideration than is being given it. However, what does this bill
do? Nothing.

I want now, Mr. President, to eall your attention to the fact—
and I have a copy of the law before me—that the intermediate
credit bank law does everything that this bill proposes to do
except in a few minor respects. The intermediate eredit bank
law nreavides for lonns to all farm cooperatives. I do pot think
there is an institution et up in the pending bill that could not
et a loan under the law, so far as existing law is concerned,
from the intermediate credit bank., Furthermore, the interme-
dinte eredit bank has $150.000,000 more mouey authorized for
louning purposes than the pending bill authorizes to be loaned
to cooperatives, Think of a *psuedo” extra session of the
Congress of the United States for the purpose of providing for
more lodus to eooperatives, when the system which we provided
in 1923 is wholly ineffective! There is where the “psendo”
business becomes apparent in this sitaation, and the farmers of
the United States will know it,

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator fronr Towa
¥ield to the Benator from South Dakota?

Mr, BROOKHART, I yield,

Mr. NORBECK. 1 want to remind the Senators present that
when the intermediante eredit bank plan wus pending as a remedy
for the farm situation all those hopes were held out then which
are being held ont now, and some of the Senators who plead so
elequently for the intermediate credit bank bill as a measure to
meet the needs of borrowing for cooperative marketing are the
sume Senators who tell us now that the pending bill contains a
similar provision.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Scnator is absolutely right. I
remember participating in that debate and 1 was called a Bol-
shevik and an anarchist, practically, on the floor of the Senate
for suggesting an munendment to that bilk Talk about
“psendos,” and then think of calling the Congress of the United
States into extra session to do over aguin in a little modified
form what we already did away back in 1923, and what has
failed during all these years, and has put the farmers of the
United States in worse condition year after year. That is where
the “pseudo ” in this situation comes in, That is the frand and
the counterfeit and the spuriousness of this thing, I do not pro-
pose, after fichting for eight years for sonmething gennine, to let
a Y peendo ™ scheme go by without being fully exposed.

Take the wheat situation. What have the loans under the
intermediate credit bank system done for wheat prices since
19237 The only thing that has been done for them since 102¢
has been done by the Canadian whent pool, That has helped the
whent price, and even with the present surplus the price would
be still lower but for that pool in Canada In which we had no
part whatever.

The Senator from Ohio did me a very great Injustice about
this extra session, He said the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borin]
was wholly to blame for it. I do not think that is true. I
would not hesitate to give the Senator from Idaho full credit
for the calling of thig session in the good faith in which he
wanted It, but I spoke to the President when he was a eandi-
date as far back as about the 12th of July of last year in regard
to ealling an extra session. I had been down in Georgia inves-
tigating some “standpat' maneuvers in the post offices there,
and I eame back to Washington, arriving on about the 12th of
July. It was elther on that day or the next day that I saw the
candidate for President, and I think on that oceasion the first
suggestion was made of an extra session being called. Nobody
has ever told me to the conirary. I have not specificnlly asked
the Senator from Idalo about it, but I then suggested that an
extra session was needed in order to enact legislation to take
cire of the 1920 crop. Mr. Hoover, as a candidate, readily
assented to that, Doctor Work was present, and he suggested,
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in order not to ruffle up the feathers of President Coolidge,
that there ought to he a condition to the effect that the extra
session would be called if nothing were done for furm relief at
the short session. I was not in the “ ruffling of feathers” busl-
ness. 1 wanted an extra session in order to settle the farm
problenr. 1 did not give that incident any publicity, nor did it
recelve publicity otherwise. Later others who consulted with
Mr. Hoover did give publicity to the idea. I think it was the
Governor of Nebraska who first gave it publicity; that was
toward the end of the campaign, a month or two after I had
talked about it. Then the Senator from Idaho secured the open
pledge for the extra session.

Did we want a false, spurious, * psendo ™ session here to fool
the farmers about giving them equality with the industries?
Is that what we were for? That is not the way 1 figured it
out, I think the Senator from Ohio ought to have known I
wis no * psendo-Republiean,” beeanse 1 have put in the Con-
gressionnl Directory that I am a “ Progressive Republican.”
[Langhter.] It is written In there; and I do not wunt any
“ peendo " session of Congress to pass on this farm bill, either.

The election passed, and since that time hardly a *“stand-
patter ” in the whole erowd has talked to me about the solution
of the furm proldem. The subject has barely been mentioned,
and I had to bring it up then, Was that the case during the
campaign? No. They printed over a million copies of my
speeches, which were sent to all the farming States. 1 think
abont a million and a half copies were thus circulated. 'That
speech set out the record of Herbert Hoover toward the farmers
during and after the war. It showed how, through the Food
Administration and the Wheat Corporation, certain agricultural
prices had been fixed and how those organizations had handled
$£10,000,000,000 worth and over of furm surplus. There was
not any howling then that *“ we will not fix prices.” 1 set forth
the record of Hoover, I did not elaim that he had personally
fixedd the price of wheat or of pork; I knew who fixed it; but
he was personully the head of the organization that fixed those
prices.  President Wilson appointed the men to do it; they did
it in an intelligent and an effective way, and the action had the
approval of Mr, Hoover, I put all of that in that speech, and it
was printed, and it was sent out to all of these farmers; and I
did not hesitate to say that a man who had a record like that,
a man who got the best prices and the best prosperity for agri-
culture that it had ever had in all its history, would do some-
thing of the kind for agriculture in time of pence.

In fact, a part of that record was in time of peace. The last
wheut bill was passed on the 4th of March, 1919, That bill
gave to Mr. Hoover'a round billion dollars, appropriated ont of
the Treasury of the United States, to handle this Wheat Cor-
poration alone, and I think the Senator from Ohio voted for
thut over in the House at that time. He did not obleet to the
Government going into business to earry out President Wilson's
pledge that the farmer should have a price equal to that of
1918. But now he comes in, when his party has pledged itself
to enact the luws and set up the machinery that will give us
equality with the industries, and says, “ It will not do. That
is putting the Government into business. We must avold this
socialistie departure,”

The Senator from California [Mr. JorNsoN] hus shown most
effectively, in his sareastic, pointed address, how this bill puts
the Government into three or four dubious kinds of business,
unless you have a Eugene Meyer or somebody of that kind in
manngement who will do nething for the farmers and will get
nowhere in the marketing of their products.

If that argument that “ We will not put the Government Into
business ™ has any foree, it has as muoch force against this bill
in the form it is reported here as it would i we had provided a
billion and a half of dollars and told the Government to go out
and bid to the farmers the cost of production for the surplus of
their produet. That is no moere business than this, and that is
a safe kind of business, In conversation with the Senator from

Utah [Mr, Sxoor], I think he told me he had said on the floor .

at some thne, though I did not hear it, that if we had money
enough to do that thing we need have no loass. 1 think that
i the feeling of the senfor Senator from Utah. Am I not
correct In quoting that? .

My, SMOOT. Mr. President, I thiuk I stated on the floor of
the Senste—I1 am quile sure I did—at the time the Senntor
from Nebrasgka was delivering his speech, that I was perfectly
willing that £500,000,060 ghould be provided as a fund, and that
in my opinion if there were S500,000,000 in a fund for the pur-
pose of centrolling the market price the result would be sue-
eessful, I thought so then and I think so now.

My, BROOKHART. I am In full accord with all of that sug-
gestion, except that T have it figured out that it will require a
little more money. There are years when 1 think it will not re-
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quire more money, but when it came lo handling the wheat in
that way Mr. Hoover figured out that it wonld require a billion
dollars that year on wheat alone. A bigger crop than ordinary
was promised of wheat, The crop did not turn out as large as
expected, and he used only about $300,000,000. In prior years
be used as much as $500,000,000 to do exactly what the Senator
from UUtah says should be done; and yet now we are told that if
we put a provision like that in this bill, that will give the farm-
ers a cost-of-produection price or bid for their products, that is
l?ulshwism or something in violation of the Republican plat-
form.

Why were not these things told to the farmers during the
campaign? Why did we set out this record of our great leader,
the most emphatic and the most successful record for agricnl-
ture in all its history, and then bring in a bill that rvepudiates
that record?

If this bill ean be amended o as to command enongh funds
and enough authority, subject even to the approval of the Pres-
ident, to buy and sell and handle these sarplus prodocts at a
cost-of-production price, I have already said 1 would support
it in preference to a debenture, The debenture is second choice
with me; but the debenture is not a fake., The debenture is n
reality, The debenture will do some good. It does not pur-
port to do more than half of equalizing the tariff for the farm-
ers. I see no reasen why in the dehenture we shonld not put
on all the tariff, becanse the tariff is based on the difference in
cost of production, and in this case the cost of production is
not figured too high. I believe it is fizured too high on many of
the manufactured products, but it is not figured too high as to
agricultural products and agrienltural rates. In fact, I think it
is too low still, even as proposed through tbe increases In the
new bill that is now presented.

Mr. President, if the Senator from Obio and I owned this
big American farm we would agree this afternoon what to do
with this surplus., As business men there would be no trouble
and no argument about it, We wonld look the proposition over
and we would find that we have abont $2,000,000,000 a year of
surplus that we must dispose of in a foreign market; that is,
in the form in which it is exported. The farmers are getting
about $1,200,000,000 for that. The other $300,000,000 is added
by processing and freight rafes and commissions, amnd other
things of that kind; but the exportuble surplus is about a
$2,000,000,000 propesition, and if the Senator from Ohio and I
had this proposition as our own we would be producing a total
of about $12,000,000,000 a year; and one-tenth of that, or
$1,200,000,000, is the amount we must send abroad.

We are living here in a higher level of markets than the
general world market on all commodities, for that matter. We
have made it so by law. That is what the protective tariff is
for. Therefore it would not take the Senator from Ohio and
me very long, if we had this proposition as our own, to say
that this surplus must be removed from the domestic market, so
that our domestic price on the other 80 per cent will not be
reduced.

Then we would lock around for boxes to bhox up this surplus.
That would require eapital; and we would figure out how much
capital it would require to buy and to hold this $2,000,000,000
surplus off the market so that we would not offer it at all on
the market in the United States; and I do not believe—this is
where I disagree slightly with the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Syoor]—I do not believe §500,000,000 is enough to handle that
surplus nnder #ll circumstances. We wounld want enough money
provided in our banking system so that we could handle it
without any guestion, It would be ineffective if there were
going to be any argument about how we would finance this
surplns. So I do not believe $500,000,000 is enough to do it. I
have ficured out that it would take about $1,500,000,000. Somoe
of it we cun turn at once ; but if we had this ag our own, would
we dump it into the world market and break down the worlid
market? That would be a foolish thing to do, and we would
not do It If we had the finances and the resources to. hold it

I want to illustrate again by cotton and whent. We wonlil
have this cotton surplus, In 1026 swe Lad the biggest cotton
surplng In all history—three yenrs piled up, with a carry-over
year after year. Suppoze it had cost us 23 cents a pound to
produce that cotton and to give us a cooperative return on onr
caplital investment of not over & per cent. If the Seunator and
I had had all of that cotton togeilier, whut would we have
done? We would have boxed up this surplus and withdrawn it
from the market and said to the world, * It is for sule when
you pay the cost-of-production price with a reansonable profit";
and if we had had the financial resoureces to do that, we would
have withheld it. I think eyery Senator in the Chamber will
concede that if that bad been done in 1920 it would have cost
around $500,000,000, I say to the Senator from Utah, to buy
the cotton surplus alone at that time; but we could have dis-
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posed of it by this time and got back our 23 cents a pound and
our expenscs, and even taken a profit and had no dollar of loss,

Why would that be true? Beeause that eotton surplus of the
United States is 65 per cent of the world’s surplus. It is 65
per cent of all the cotton exported by all the countries of the
world; and I say to you that the person or the organization that
has 65 per cent of the world demand, and has it paid for, so
that the bank can not call his note and the sheriff can not sell
him out, is in reasonable control of the world market, and is
able to get an asking price, and will not be foreed to take what-
ever is bid to him.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 yield.

Mr. EDGE. What would be the Semator’s method of opera-
tion to restrict the crops in the years following, while this
plus remained as a surplus, so that the yield would not
stantly reach the same maximum supply?

Mr. BROOKHART. That is the proposition I was trying to
explain. As this surplus eame on in 1924, 1925, and 1926, I
would have benght it up and stored it and held it for the eost
of production price. Over a peried of six or seven years we
have never had a world's surplus of cofton. We have always
been able to sell it all

Mr. EDGE. I know; but, as I followed the Senator—and I
am following him closely—in order to reach a normal situation
the Senator must in the meantime absolutely control the future
produet.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senafor means the produetion?

Mr. EDGE. The production, yes; or the surplus would be con-
stantly maintained.

Mr. BROOKHART. I think I shall again have to present to
the Senate the answer to that quesiion by the National! Indus-
trial Conference Board. They have given the matter the most
thorough investigation, They have the reeord, the faets, and
have given the best answer and the most complete answer
there is.

I will read that answer. I will say that I do not think, affer
seeing this record, that there is any danger of overproduction,
That s giving me the least of my troubles in the solution of
this question. That ean happen as to some special crop, like
potatoes, or perhaps citrus fruits. There could be switching
from one crop to another if one were protected at a high price
and another left at a low price, as was the case with wheat
somewhat during the war, bat if all were protected evenly, and
all given a cost-of-production price, there would be no danger
of overproduction in the United States. In fact, I think it is
the policy of wisdom to encourage production of cotton and of
all the other products.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. ;

Mr. TRAMMELL. I believe the Senator said there might pos-
gibly be an overproduction of citrus fruits. I do not think that
could be true if we had a proper system of marketing.

Mr. BROOKHART. That might be so.

Mr. TRAMMELL. There is nothing like the amount of citrus
fruit raised in the country that is demanded, as I understand it,
if the erop is properly distributed and marketed throughout the
United States. '

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator may be correct, I have
not made a detailed study of that proposition. I simply heard
the statement made that there was overproduection of citrus
fruits, and the prices were low to the producer; but, as the Sen-
ator says, it may be due to the marketing system, and the whole
production in the United States is not an overproduction, and
is not likely to be an overproduction, Production is going to
decline, and is declining.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Hemator from New York?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. I noticed this morning -a statement that
becanse of the increasing popularity of American grapefruit our
shipments to British markefs increased from 15,000 boxes in
1922 to 421,000 boxes in 1927. I can not see that there has been
any failure of marketing in that particular citrus fruit.

Mr. BROOKHART. I will not stop to discuss that matter in
detail. It may be, again, that the price was fixed in England,
as the price of our wheat is fixed, comparable to a world price
that is too low. I am not familiar with that particular matier.
But I do want now to answer this whole question of overproduc-
tion, because with that out of the way we are ready to consider
this question and to settle it finally and effectively. This is
what the National Indusirial Conference Board said in their
1926 report, when they went into this matter fully:

sur-
con-
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These eonsiderations are emphasized in the ease of the United States.
The inerease in agrieultural production during the war peried and the
“gurplus” in the  postwar years were im large part omly apparent.
The marked growth of cereal exports during ihe decade 1913-1922 was
not the result of a sudden expansion of the per capita area of land in
creps. From 1900 to 1925 the tremd of crop acreage per capital was
downward, and im the period 19191922 the per eapita acreage in 12
principal erops was 10 per cent less than for the period 1899-1903.
The " surplus,” which has in large part been the souree of agricnitural
depression sinee the war, was partly the result of an increase inm the
acreage of cereals, especially wheat, at the expense of other erops, and
partly due to the falling off in domestic demand im 1920-1922, The
average acreage In the five cereals in 1919-1922 exceeded that of the
pre-war period 1909-1913 by about 23,000,000 acres, of which wheat
accounted for more than 18,000,000 acres,

Th:nt was the switch to wheat which I mentiened a moment
ago.

This inereased aereage wis made possible by a reduetion in that used
in producing fer domestic uses, espeelally for feeding livesteck.

You take it off of one; amd if it increases one it decreases
another. Praetically all of our land is in use at this time in
some form or other.

From the pre-war period 1909-1913 to 1919-1922, the per capita
acreage employed in producing for domestic consumptien declined nearly
6 per cent. -

Most of the acreage thus economized was diverted te inereasing the
production of wheat under the stimulus of high prices and of patriotic
appeal during the war period. But even during that time the per eapita
production of the major erops taken together was not markedly higher,
than pre-war. The average for the 5-year perfod 1915-1919 was four
tenths per cent lower, and that for 1920-1924 was 4.8 per cent lower
than the average for the pre-war perifed 1910-1913. The apparent
surplus was due partly to the shifting of the balanee of preduetion and
partly, as will be seen later, to the decline of effective domestic and
foreign demand in 1920-1922.

The acreage in wheaf, however, has been rapidly returming to mnor-
mal. Although in 1923 it was still 27 per cent larger than the average
of the five years before the war and in 1924 and 1925 it was about
11 per cent higher than pre-war, in view of the population increase
in the past decade, this indieates a definite tendency toward readjust-
ment of supply and demand.

This readjustment, however, has been accompanied by disturbanece’
and distregs which illustrate both the importance and difficulty of con-
trol of produwetion. After new land, some of it range, was lhrokem up
and put inte wheat, houses built, lvestock and implements purchased
and debts incurred, it was not easy to let the land go back fo pasture
or to shift it to other uses, In Jarge areas of the Northwest the
process has simply meant abandenment of land and equipment. More-
over, as has already been pointed ouf, the transference of a relafively
small propertion of the aereage im one of the major crops te a miner
erop is.likely fo result in overproduction of the latter, while the cut-
put of the former is relutively little affected, The subtraction of
10,000,000 aeres from the corn area, for instance, and ifs transfer fo
potatoes or other smaller erops, might easily double the production of
some of these.

That is the only overproduction we need to guard against,
the shifting of crops; and if we protect the corn and protect
the other crops, then there will be no tendency to shift to
potatoes and to these other produets.

Thus, even though the toial acreage in crops iz kept under control,
the ghifting of acreage as between the various branches of production
under fhe influence of price changes may upset the eguilibrium of
agricultural income.

That is why all must be treated alike, and all given even
protection; then they will go ahead the same way. If we
should produce wheat in Iowa, we wonld produce a good deal
more wheat than any other State in this Union produces,
but we are fourth in the production of wheat. If the wheat
were given protectien and corn and livestock neot, then we
would have to produce wheat; but if we protect all alike and
give a cost-of-production price to all of them, then there is no
danger of going to wheat in Iowa. We produced 500,000,000
bushels of corn, about 300,000,000 bushels of oats, about 100,-
000,000 bushels of wheat, about 10,000,000 pigs, and about
3,000,000 calves. Although not the largest State, we are the
State with the greatest agricultural production; yet since 1920
we have not gotten a price high enough to pay our expenses,
our taxes, and interest, and foreclosures by the thousands
and tens of thousands have occurred in that State, which ought
to be the most prosperous spot on this earth. '

Again the indusfrial board said:

All evidence points to the faet that the apparent surplus of cereal
produets, due to reductien in the per capita acreage of lund employed




1174

for producing livestock for domestic consumption, and to the over-
expansion in the per capita acreage of wheat and rye at the expense
of other crops, has merely obscured temporarily the increasing scarcity
of land in the United States, in relation to domestic demand. Under
the gradual operation of economic forces, some degree of adjustment
of production, at least in respect to acreage put into the major crops,
has undoubtedly taken place in the United States. Data given in the
preceding chapter show that the acreage in farms in proportion to the
total population has declined almost steadily since 1860 from 13 acres
per capita to 9 in 1920. The per capita acreage of improved land has
declined steadily since 1890 and is now about the same as it was in
1850, The per eapita acreage of land in crops has declined since 1900
and is now below the point at which it was in 1880,

I particularly call the attention of the Senator from New
Jersey to these figures, because they show the unmistakable
trend in this production.

These declines in acreage were offset up to about 1900 by an increase
in the yleld per acre of the nine prineipal erops, but since that time
the yield per acre has shown no increase, and in consequence the per
capita production of the principal crops, as charts 3 and 4 indicate,
has shown a tendency to decline almost steadily since 1900. The
number of livestock per capita has also declined about 30 per cent since
1893. The wheat acreage has undergone a great reduction since 1920,

Then the board concludes:

The average farmer and his family under present conditions are
working so bard, and the overhead charges for interest and taxes are
so0 high, that stabilization or even moderate increases in prices would
hardly be likely to stimulate any considerable general overexpansion
of acreage or production.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. EDGE. I do not want to divert the Senator at all from
his line of argument. I simply asked the question I propounded
a while back because the Senator was referring, as I recall it,
to the year 1926, when there was an accumulation of a great
surplus of cotton, as he has already indicated. The report he
has just read, as I have followed him, deals mainly with the
conditions in 1920, 1921, 1922, and 1923.

Mr. BROOKHART. No; this comes up to 1926.

Mr. EDGE. I meant to state that. However, that does not
enter into the thonght I had in mind, if I may repeat it, that
any system whereby an organization is set up to handle sur-
pluses—and I entirely agree with the idea and purpose of setting
up such a stabilizing organization—and such a surplus did exist
as to cotton—such organization must of necessity have some
direct control over the production that is to follow, or the sur-
plus will not be greatly decreased. That is cbvious. The law
of supply and demand is all very well, but if the surplus is held
and dealt out at a profitable figure—and it should be; that is
the idea of such an organization—most naturally the acreage
devoted to that particular crop will continue to be cultivated,
and, I assume, unless some restriction is enforced, we will con-
stantly have a surplus.

Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Senator oppose the production
of a surplus in the United States?

Mr. EDGE. Oh, no. I am never opposed to any policy that
will mean a further encouragement to energy or enterprise,
be it agricultural or be it industrial. However, we must face
conditions just the same, and if there are to be these surpluses

just one of two things must happen—we must either have |

some control in order to diversify the type of crops or we must
frankly admit that the surplus being added to year after year
by production we must, in one form or another, establish
some system of subsidy. There is no other possible solution of
the surplus problem,

Mr. BROOKHART. The board would have perfect control of
the surplus, and it would be impossible to produce a world sur-
plus over a series of years.

Mr. EDGE. That apparently was not the situation in 1926
as to cotton,

Mr, BROOKHART. There are two surplus arguments being
made—one for the United States, and one for the world.

Mr. EDGE. Any surplus is necessarily for the world. The
surplus must be marketed somewhere outside of our own coun-
try, whether it is a surplus of agricultural products or a
surplus of manufactured products. That is the only definition
of the word * surplus.” In the United States the manufacturing
industries have a very much better set-up, very much better
salesmanship, are very much better organized, in order to
take advantage of the world’s market with their surplus; there
is no doubt about that, though I do not intend to get into
that argument with the Senator to-day. Agriculture is in a
weak and, in a way, a defenseless position as to organization.
We are ull here trying to find a remedy. Nevertheless, from a
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cold-blooded, business standpoint, we must either purchase the
products of the farm at home or the producer will have a sur-
plus to dispose of abroad. I do not wanf to discourage the
farmer from raising erops, but I do think he should be admon-
ished, as far as that is possible, in trying to reduce the surplus to
what we could in an ordinary, orderly marketing method dis-
tribute for him at home and abroad.

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 think in 25 or 30 years we will have
no surplus except possibly in cotton, and that is the easiest to
handle and to finance of all our surpluses, because we can store
it and keep it for future sale. Our surplus in that length of time
will have disappeared, We will have enough people to use it
all up. But that is a long time to stay in bankruptey and
let our prices be fixed in the foreign market. The industries
have been given the protection of the Government. The Govern-
ment has given them a protective tariff which economists esti-
mate is costing the American people as high as $4,000,000,000
a year on the manufactured products, and yet the Senator from
New Jersey voted against taking $100,000,000 out of that vast
$4,000,000,000 sum and paying it back to the farmers, who are
paying a part of that $4,000,000,000 increased price, and a large
part of it. The Senator objected to turning even that much
back to them to stabilize and raise their own prices toward that
same level.

Mr. EDGE. To what particular bill does the Senator refer?

Mr. BROOKHART. It is the debenture plan to which I am
referring now.

Mr. EDGE. I have voted for many bills to make available
for many purposes funds for purchasing seeds, supplies, and so
forth, for the farmer, and have always done it with great pleas-
ure, I did vote against the debenture plan and I am guite ready
to discuss that in my own time.

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator is very consistent in
his course, becaunse he has consistently voted against any plan
that wonld really be effective for agriculture.

Mr. EDGE. Of course, that is entirely a difference of opin-
ion. I really rose to interrupt the Senator on the question of
surpluses that we can not dispose of by miracles. We can only
dispose of them by selling them, and we can only do that by
gelling at a price which will bring a profit to the producer or
else the Government must pay the difference in some form or
other of subsidy. We can not get away from that economic
truth.

Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Senator doubt if we had taken
the vast surplus of cotton in 1924, 1925, and 1926 and given
the farmer the price of production, to wit, 23 cents, when the
farmer got actually only 10 or 11 cents, and had held that
surplus and said to the world, “ We will not sell it until we
get our price, the cost of production plus a reasonable profit,”
that it would have been sold long before this time?

Mr. EDGHE. I think I have made it clear that the safe and
sane thing to do is to have some control on future production.
That is my position,

Mr. BROOKHART. I care not what happens on that point,
the production is not going to continue at the same high level
every year. The farm one year will produce a big crop and the
next year a failure, and that is beyond the control of the Gov-

ernment, the farmer, or anybody else; but we do know from the

history of the matter that over a period of six or seven years
there never has been a surplus of anything.

Mr. BEDGE. There was a surplus in 1926. !

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; temporarily, but it is gone already.
Already the shorter crops since have created a demand so it
could be sold and has been sold in the world market. But a
few speculators bought up that cotton, dumped it into the world
market and broke the market down, and they made a little nar-
row margin on it, whereas if it had been financed and held
collectively as should have been done by the farmers themselves,
the farmers would have received the cost-of-production price,

Mr. EDGE. Does the Senator objeet to a board having a
proper revolving fund of $500,000,000; and so far as I am con-
cerned I would vote for $750,000,000 if necessary to bring re-
sults. I consider the plan fundamentally a sound one, so that
actvally the amount of money the Government shall advance,
which it should get back at some time in the future, to me is
merely a detail. Does the Senator object to the board having
some control and exercising it and trying to supplement the
good Lord and weather conditions by discouraging overproduc-
tion? If we should develop a large surplus, does the Senator
mean to contend that it would not be the duty of the board at
least to issue some admonition to try to diversify, as they have
been trying in Iowa, and to suggest thut in the South possibly
they plant more corn and less cotton? Is not that a part of the
duty of the board?

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator has not mixed in the farm
business very much, I see that plainly,

»




1929

Mr, EDGE. I admit my lack of technieal knowledge, and I
base my argument alone on the marketing of the surpluses, and
that I think any man can understand.

Mr. BROOKHART. I am in favor of eontrolling produetion
by having the farmers diversify and rotate their crops in the
best way so as to preserve their soil and not let it be depleted.
That in the end will increase production rather than decrease
it. But to go out to the farmer and say, “ You shall abandon a
Pportion of your land,” when he has interest to pay on his
mortgage, “and not even try to raise a erop,” is, to my mind,
clear out of the question, I can see no reason or jnstification
for it. There is no occasion for doing it if we control the sur-
plus market for disposition in the world market and remove it
ﬁ‘nmkethe domestic market so it will not depress the domestic
market,

I want to ask the Senator if he objects to -the domestlc
market paying the farmers of the United States the 90 per cent
of the produection cost to which they are entitled, with a return
of 5 per cent upon capital invested?

Mr. EDGE. No; I think they deserve more than § per cent.
I believe we help them by the installation of the protective
tariff. We probably have not in the case of wheat and commodi-
ties of that kind helped them as much as we would like. That
is an economic fact and a condition that everyone fairly well
understands,

Mr. BROOKHART. Wherever we have had a surplus of farm
products the tariff has not been effective; that does not work.
That was very fine for the manufacturer's produets, because

they finance and control their surplus and do not let it depress

their domestic market, But the farmers not being organized
and the farmers' own depogits being in a commercial banking
system which takes the money over to New York largely for
speculative purposes, the farmers are not backed in the same
way the commercial and manufacturing business is, and they
can not handle their surplus, and that is why we have to con-
sider the proposition of a Government organization.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr, SIMMONS. It does not seem to me that we shounld be so
anxious fo impose restrictions upon production even though
we have to export a part of the product. It is our exportations
that enable us to carry on our world trade, which has become
nearly as good to us as our domestic trade, The guestion of
controlling the surplus has to do with the maintenance of
American prices for the product of which we produce the sur-
plus. Our manufacturers produce a surplus of goods, but the
tariff enables them to get the American price for the domestic
consumption and they sell the balance in the market of the
world, of course, at world prices. We have some surpluses, as
in the case of cotton, where the tariff ean not give us eontrol of
the American market and where we can not through the tariff
get the American market price. That surplus should be con-
trolled in some way or other so as to enable the eotton farmer,
together with the manufacturer, to get the benefit of the Ameri-
can price. If he gets the benefit of the American price, then he
must take his chances as to surplus. That is true of every
-product we produce in the country in excess of - domestic
demands.

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator from North Caro-
lina has the correct idea.

Mr. SIMMONS. I think though we ought net unnecessarily
to curtail production in this eountry. Every product which we
produce should, in my opinion, get the benefit of the American
price for the part which is produced and seld in Ameriea, and
then the world will, as usunal, take care of the balance. The
debenture plan enables the American cotton manufaeturer to
get the benefit of the American price for that part which is
consumed here. If perchance any part of that erop has to be
sold abroad in years when there is a big surplus, of course, he
will have to take the lower price in the world market for that
portion of his product.

Mr. BROOKHART. I am in accord with the statement of
the Senator from North Carolina.

I want to ask the Senator from New Jersey a question. The
Senator from New Jersey has stated that the are en-
titled to get the cost of production and I only claim the average
cost. We can not do it for the individual farmer. Further,
the Senator said that the farmer should have 5 per cent or
more return on capital invested. Does the Senator object to
setting up such an organization using Government funds, sinee
we concede the farmers do not have the organization and ean
not in a lifetime get an organization to provide those funds?
Does he object to setting up an organization that will give that
price to the farmer?
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Mr. EDGE. Quite the contrary, I have iterated:and re-
iterated my thorough accord with setting up such an organiza-
tion and have even gone further and snld that if it can be
demonstrated, and I am far from being a student of that feature
of the prohlem, that we need more than $500,000,000, I will
gladly vote for more than $500,000,000.

Mr. BROOKHART. That is very fair. I want to call the
Senator’s attention to the fact that there is no such provigion
in the bill. There is absolutely no provision except to lend
them more money as the intermediate credit bank has done,
and that does not help the situation,

Mr. EDGE. I understood the Senator to make that general
statement in the opening of his remarks, I do mnot exactly
follow him in that proposition. I consider that the bill sets
up an organization with great power. I do not consider that
the board is restricted under the terms of the bill s0 as not to be
permitted to use every possible method of stabilization, both by
holding snrpluses and by loaning money and by helping to build
storage houses for surpluses, and various other helpful de-
tailed methods.

Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Benator understand the bill
to have a provision by whieh the board can buy and hold these
surpluses with the funds provided?

Mr. EDGE. I would not go that far—not te buy and hold
them as a board, but to loan money so that that object ean be
attained. I refer to the chairman of the committee, the senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoNazy], who is nodding in ap-
ggv:ilua.nd apparently I have correctly interpreted the terms of

Mr. BROOKHART. Then so far as the Government and the
board are concerned, it is nothing but a money-lending plan
and that is what it was under the intermediate bank plan.

Mr. EDGE. I can not agree with the Senator in that state-
ment.

Mr. BROOKHART. Now about losses. Buppose the board
was set up and the Government funds were used to buy the
surplus, and suppose the Government was not able to eell it in
the world market at the price paid, but had to sell at a loss.
The Senator remembers when the railroads were turned baek
under the Government guaranty of war-time profits they were
paid $529,000,000 out of the Treasury to guarantee profits and
not of losses. - Would the Senator have any objection to using
a similar fund to pay losses for the farmer until the organiza-
tion is started?

Mr. EDGH, My interpretation of the net result ot the present
bill is that the money to be advaneed for these various purposes
would probably have the same result. If it could not be repaid
no one would lose it but the Government of the United Btates.
But if it ean be repaid certainly, following the policy which
those representing, or purporting to represent, the farmers have
indicated in the econsideration of the equalization fee, the farm-
ers want to repay it. I ean not see any real point in the Sen-
ator's question. We advance the money, If it can not be repaid
taxpayers pay the bill and suffer the loss.

Mr. BROOKHART. But we do not advance t;he full amount.
We advance it only as we get good gecurity. The intermediate
credit banks can do that now and since 1923 could do it. Why
did they not do it and why did it not work out?

Mr, EDGE. In my judgment the bill goes far beyond the
power of the intermediate eredit bank.

Mr. BROOKHART. Will the Senator point out meciﬂmlly
the things this board can do that the intermediafe credit bank
can not do? I have asked the chairman of the committee and
I have not been able to find out.

Mr. EDGE. Iwﬂlmtattempttudothat,butlmqum
sure—— |

Mr, McNARY. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. It is not necessary to do those things for the
edification of the Semator from Iowa. During the two days
when I first explained the sitnation I pointed out very clearly,
I think to the satisfaction of everyone who heard me, precisely
what I thought this bill would do. I am not in accord with the
Senator’s view in any respect whatsoever, and no one who stud-
ies the bill eould follow him in that connection, either. How-
ever, I am not going to take the time of the Senate by being
drawn into a coniroversy in which I am not interested and
which would be useless and purposeless when I am trying to
have the consideration of the bill concluded.

Mr, BROOKHART. The Senator from Oregon has a perfeet
right to stay out of the controversy, but when I asked him the
question he told me it would lower the interest rate, and I told
him we could do that under the administration of the inier-
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mediate credit banks. That was the only distinction the Sena-
tor from Oregon was able to draw, and the Senator from New
Jersey has not been able to draw any distinetion,

Mr. EDGE, Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. EDGE. I will not allow that statement to go unchal-
lenged. I think I have made it quite clear that there is a great
distinction as to many details under the provisions of the bill
In the first place, the board under thi§ proposed legislation will
have more money with which to operate, and that is a very
important distinction. The intermediate credif banks are very
limited in their opportunities to loan, and loans are made under
specifiec conditions. I do not recall those conditions offhand,
but they are banking c¢onditions, and they are very stringent in
many details. As I have already said, under the pending meas-
ure money is to be advanced for the building of storage houses,
elevators, and all kinds of machinery to be used in handling
surplus crops. There is no comparison between the power given
the intermediate credit bank and the power proposed to be
granted to the farm board, with an appropriation of half a
billion dollars, and the Senator from Iowa well knows it.

Mr, BROOKHART. The intermediate credit banks can
make loans for all of those purposes to the cooperatives them-
selves; they are distinetly authorized to do so; and there is
more money provided for the purpose than in the pending
bill. The authorization to the intermediate credit banks is
to the extent of about $650,000,000, while only $500,000,000 is
proposed to be provided in the pending measure. That is the
situation.

When we get down to the facts we do not disagree really
as to what ought to be done, but we have cooked np here a
mess that will not do anything. It is a * pseudo"” scheme,
I say to the Senator from Ohio; it is not genuine. It is not
going to give to the farmers equality with industry; it is not
going to give to them their cost of production; it is not going
to give them any margin of profit, It will work out as the
intermediate eredit bank has, and the farm fight will go on
as it has gone on in the past but, I trust, more effectively than
it has gone on in the past, -

Mr. President, I have taken a good deal more time than I
intended to take. At 3 o'clock a limitation of 10 minutes on
debate will begin, and I wish to conclude in a very few
moments. I have, however, introduced a bill fo meet the
present emergency, It is not my bill; I have mo right to
claim any pride of authorship in the bill, because my bill
comprises the best thought of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
McNary] when he introduced the first so-called McNary bill in
the Senate. It contains the best thought of the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] when he introduced the first farm bill
that was ever offered, I believe, for the relief of agriculture.
It contains the best thought of the President of the United
States when he served at the head of the Food Administra-
tion and of the Wheat Corporation. It contains all those
things. It embraces the best thought embodied in the railroad
law which the Senator from Ohio supporfed, It contains the
best thought embraced in all the paternalistic measures which
the Government has adopted for other lines of business. It
will live up to the Republican platform.

The Senator from Idaho voted for this bill in substantially
the form I have offered it. He was on the resolutions
committee of the Republican National Convention, and he told
me at the time that he saw to it that nothing went into the
Republican platform to controvert or contradiet any part of
the proposition that I am suggesting. I repeated that state-
ment many times during the campaign. I have examined the
platform, and, carefully eonstruing everything in that docu-
ment, I do not think it controverts anything in the proposal
which I have offered here.

First, I estimated that it would require fifteen hundred
million dollars of Government funds at some time to handle
the exportable surplus, There will be fimes when a less
amount will do, but that much ought to be available. If we
are going to handle the surplus, we must have the funds or we
shall fail; we must be certain that we shall have the finances
to handle it. =

Second, I have provided that the Agricultural Department
shall determine the average cost of production of farm prod-
uets. The average cost of production is the basis of every
sound business In the world. No successful business ean be

pointed out which does not figure its cost of production and
charge a price that will get that cost of preduction plus some
profit above it; and usually industries take plenty of profit
above it if they can.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

r——-__—-_—_—-'_—"———.——'—'

May 13

The bill proposed by me directs the Agricultural Department
to allow only 5 per cent on the capital investment. The Sena-
tor from New Jersey concedes that that is not enough. I think,
however, it is a square deal when we consider the entire busi-
ness situation in the United States, because the American
people have been only producing 5% per cent a year since 1912,
I have those figures. The Senator from Ohio sometimes ques-
tions my figures, but I have here a bulletin issued by Mr. Hoover
as Secretary of Commerce showing that to be the situation
from 1912 to 1922, So 534 per cent is the yearly amount of
American production; that is what we have to distribute,
Capital return ought to be held below that, for eapital is not
entitled to all of the wealth produced in this country. It is
unthinkable to give to a few blocks of capital all that the
Ameriean people, all that capital, and all that the increase in
property values and everything else can add to the wealth of our
country. So I put the rate of return below 514 per cent. I
think if it were even lower it might afford a fair deal, because
labor and invention and genius and management are entitled
to some share in the wealth produced in this country.

I have provided in the bill to which I have referred that the
organization set up shall bid to the farmers the cost of produec-
tion price determined by the Agricultural Department. Then
I know the farmers will get that price; there will be no juggling
about that; there will be no “ psendo ” business in that sort of
an operation.

I concede that there may be losses, although the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Smoor] has said on the floor of the Senate to-day
that there need be no losses, and I, myself, think there will be
practically no loss. There certainly will be none In the case
of cotton; and wheat is in almost the same condition, and right
now there is a big surplus of wheat., If we could buy it and
hold it for a year or two it could be disposed of without loss
if we operated in cooperation with the Canadian pool, because
the two of us together would have over 60 per cent of the ex-
portable wheat of the whole world, and there is no reason why
the two of us together should allow the world market to be
broken down because we have this surplus,

In 1926 the farmers of the United States sold 41,000,000 hogs;
in 1928 they sold 48,000,000. They got $200,000,000 less for the
48,000,000 than they received for the 41,000,000. There is not
any business judgment or sense in that sort of a situation, and
it is all due to the fact that prices are fixed in the competitive
world market, over which we have no control.

As I have said, I concede there might be some losses in the
operation of this export corporation. There might be times
when it would become necessary for somebody to make up a
loss ; there might be times when we would not be able to dispose
of some of the products at the cost-of-production price. I do
not hesitate to say, as Mr. Hoover said in his acceptance speech
in California, that we ought to spend several hundred million
dollars ont of the Treasury of the United States to protect
our farmers against that loss,

I have provided in the bill $600,000,000. That item is less
than the amount which has been paid to the railroads since
they were turned back into private hands in 1920. I have
heretofore had printed in the Recorp a letter from the Inter-
state Commerce Commission showing that we paid the rail-
roads out of the Treasury this bonus, this guaranty, this pa-
ternalistic support of §529,000,000 to guarantee their war-time
profit for six months after they were turned back under their
own management, I add to that the $59,000,000 profit which
Mr. Hoover turned into the Treasury of the United States
from the operations of the Wheat Corporation. There were
no losses resulting from that operation, but on the contrary a
profit accrued. The two together make nearly $600,000,000;
and so, in order to make the amount even, I fix it at that figure.
I say the Treasury owes that much, and I believe that would
run this institution for 10 or perhaps 15 years. Then we would
know how the plan works and would know what to do about it

Again, it is said we should not put the Government into
business, and then there is brought into the Senate a bill
which puts the Government into a half dozen different kinds of
business. The bill which I have offered is the only one which
ultimately will take the Government out of business. I provide
in that bill for changing the whole thing into a cooperative
system. There is where the farmer-owned and farmer-controlled
institution comes in.

I have a precedent for the change proposed by my bill, and
that precedent is found in the Federal land bank act. It is
provided in that act that the farmer shall subscribe for co-
operative stock, and that his subscription shall be used to pay
back the Government's investment, Already sufficient and more
than sufficient has been subscribed to pay back all the Gov-
ernment has advanced. In the same way I have provided for
the subscription to cooperative stock in this institution by the
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cooperatives of the country. By and by we will have a sufficient
fund subscribed to repay the revolving fund of fifteen hundred
million dollars, if that amount shall ever be used. Then the
Government can go ouf of the business.

I notice, however, that when the Government gets info busi-
ness, as in the land-bank business, it likes to be in the business
and hangs right onto it. Instead of developing a plan to turn
it back into a farmer-owned and farmer-controlled institution
ft continues it under a board or a bureau appointed by the
President and confirmed by the Senate. There is no con-
gistency in the arguments which are advanced here. They are
unfair to the farmer; they are “ pseudo” stuff and do not give
the farmer a fair deal.

Mr, President, my position has changed but little since the
very beginning of this struggle. I thought the Senator from
Oregon and the Senator from Nebraska had it well figured out
in the beginning, but the pending bill recedes far from the
position which they occupied. They had a measure of value
in the original bill. The first McNary bill provided that the
farmer should have the pre-war ratio price. I did not favor
that, because that is not a sound basis of prices. Cost of pro-
duction is the only sound basis of prices; but that was better
than no prices. That measure was very good for the farmers
of the Northwest; it was not good for the cotton farmers of
the South; the price was too low. I know as to that, for I
raised cotton down there before the war, and I know what
happened.

So, Mr. President, if the Republican Party wants to carry
out the pledge it made to the farmers it ought to proceed along
some such line as I have suggested. The party asked me to
make pledges to the farmers, and I did it in the States which
I visited. I spoke in good faith; I was not playing any
“pseudo” game with the farmers of the United States, and I
do not intend to play it now in the Senate. So far as I am
concerned, I do not intend to go back on what I said to them
and what I promised to them. I think the pending bill is not
one which complies with the Republican platform; I think it
has not carried out the pledges of the Republ.imn Party, nor
does it carry out the pledges of the Democratic Party. I think
it will not bring to the farmers the relief to which they are
justly entitled.

Mr. COPELAND obtained the floor,

Mr. MoNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield for that purpose?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence of a quorum being
suggested, the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Fletcher Klngo Sheppatd
Ashurst Frazier La Follette Shortridge
Barkley George MeKellar Simmons
Bingham Gillett McMaster oot

Black Glass McNa Bteck

Blaine Glenn Metcal Steiwer
Blease Goff Moges Stephens
Borah Galdsborough Norbeck Swanson
Brookhart Gould Norris Thomas, Idaho
Broussard Greene ggg Thomas, Okla,
Burton Hale ie Townsend
Capper Harris Overman Trammell
Caraway Harrison Patterson Tydings
Connally tings Phi; Vandenberg
Copeland Hawes Pine ‘Wagner
Couzens Hayden Pittman Walcott
Cutting Hebert Ransdell ‘Walsh, Mass,
Dale Heflin Reed Walsh, Mont.
Deneen Howell Robinson, Ark,  Warren

Dill Johnson - Robinson, Ind, Waterman
Edge Kean Sackett ‘Watson

Fess Keyes Bchall Wheeler

Mr. SCHALL. My eolleagune [Mr. SmaresTeap] is still con-
fined fo the hosp{tal. 1 will let this announcement stand for
the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Highty-eight Senators have. an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The Senator from
New York [Mr. Copreranp] has the floor,

Mr. HEFLIN and Mr. WALSH of Montana addressed the
Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield ; and to whom?

Mr. HEFLIN. Will the Senator yield to me to offer a short
amendment?

Mr. COPELAND. 1 yield.

Mr. HEFLIN. I desire to offer the following amendment:
On page 17, line 14, after the figures “ $500,000,000,” insert “ or
whatever sum of money the Federal farm board and the Presi-
dent agree is necessary to carry out the provisions of this act.”
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Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I inquire what is the amendment

w pending?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending amendment is that
offered by the Senator from Montana. The amendmeng of the
Senator from Alabama is not in order at this time, but will be
printed and lie on the table.

Mr. HEFLIN, That is the purpose in offering it at this time.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I inguire of the Senator from
New York if he desires to address himself to the amendment
proffered by me?

Mr. COPELAND. I ask that the amendment of the Senator
from Montana be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The CHier Crerx. The Senator from Montana moves, on
page 8, line 9, to insert the following after the word “ time ™ :

The board shall adopt rules specifying the qualifications reguisite to
entitle a cooperative association to join in an application for the certi-
fication of a stabilizing corporation and all cooperative associations
possessing such qulifications shall be permitted to join. And any such
cooperative association ghall, at any time, upon application, be entitled
to admission to membership in such stabillzation corporation upon such
terms as the board may from time to time prescribe.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator from
Montana I will state that I have no desire to discuss this par-
ticular amendment. If it is not controversial and can be dis-
posed of promptly, I shall be glad to yield for that purpose,

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. COPELAND. I do.

Mr. BLAINE. I was going to inguire of the Senator from
Montana if he would not agree to transpose his amendment to
line 7, after the word “ commodity,” instead of line 9, after the
word “time” ? It does not affect the provisions of the amend-
ment, but I think it places it in the appropriate place.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. As a matter of fact, I was some-
what troubled as to the appropriate place the amendment should
oceupy in the bill. Will the Senator suggest to us why he thinks
it should go in there?

Mr. BLAINE. I may state, Mr. President, that if the amend-
ment follows the word “commodity ” it will in effect take care
of what I regard as the rather defective or uncertain wording
of the section just prior thereto. I understand that the purpose
of the Senator from Montana is to permit the cooperative asso-
ciations to join the stabilization corporations directly instead of
merely holding the stock of stock or membership corporations.
In other words, he wanis to bring the cooperative association
closer to the stabilization corporation.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am not sure that purpose will be
effected by anything in the amendment offered by me; but if
the Senator from Wisconsin is of that opinion, I have no objec-
tion at all to making the change suggested by him.

Mr. BLAINE. I observe, if the Senator will pardon the sug-
gestion, that his amendment provides that “ all cooperative asso-
ciations possessing such qualifications "—that is, the qualifica-
tions adopted under the rules promulgated by the board—" shall
be permitted to join.” I should assume that that would mean
any cooperative association organized under the laws of any .
State, and not just cooperative associations owning the stock
of stock or membership corporations.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is what I had in mind.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, before the Senator answers,
may I ask the Senator from Oregon whether the amendment
which has just been offered by the Senator from Montana is
acceptable to the committee?

Mr. McNARY. When we reach that point I shall be glad to
discuss it. The Senator from New York has the floor, and I
assume desires to discuss some phase of this question. I sug-
gest that he go forward with his remarks. We are not con-
sidering the amendment of the Senator from Montana.

Mr. COPELAND. The only question I had in my mind was
this: If the amendment offered by the Senator from Montana is
acceptable, and can be disposed of, it might facilitate matters;
but if it is argumentative—

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President——

The VICH PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. COPELAND. 1 yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have a group of anrendments
more or less related. It probably will take some time to dis-
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pose of them. If the Senator desires to address the Senate, I
suggest that he do so.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I send forward an amend-
ment, which I ask to have read. I know it is not in order now,
but I should like to have it read at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated for
the information of the Senate.

The CHigr Crerg. The Senator from New York offers the
following amendment: On page 14, line 21, strike out “ Such
loans  and insert the following:

No such loan for the construction, purchase, or lease of such facil-
ities shall be made unless the cooperative association or stabilization
corporation demonstrates to the satisfaction of the board that there
are not available suitable existing facilities that will furnish their
gservices to the association or corporation at reasonable rates and no
guch loan for the construction of such facilities shall be made unless
the cooperative association or stabilization corporation demonstrates to
the satisfaction of the board that suitable facilities are not available
for use or for purchase or lease by the association or corporation at a
reasonable price or rent. Loans.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
table.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I assume that the purpose
of this amendment is made clear by its language. I did not
prepare it. It was written by the able chairmran of the com-
mittee, the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary]. Its purpose
is to make clear to the board that it shall not use the funds of
the corporation for duplicating facilities which are already in
existence, provided satisfactory terms can be made with their
owners. 1 hope that at the appropriate time this amendment
may be adopted.

I understand that the same language, or at least the same
idea, is contained in the House bill. I assume there will be a
willingness on the part of the Senate to accept this amendment.
I sincerely hope so. ] H .

There is great discontent in parts of my State, both In the
city and in the agricultural sections of the State, about the bill
which is pending, I wish to have read by the clerk a telegram,
which I send to the desk. It shows the attitude of the growers
of one agricultural product, one of the perishable products. It
is a telegram from the growers of apples.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read the telegram.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

WiLLiaMsox, N, Y., May 13, 1929,

The amendment will lie on the

Hon. Royar 8, COPELAND,
Senate Office Building:

As extensive apple growers of western- New York we urgently appreci-
ate your fight to exclude apples from farm relief bill. Please continue
your efforts and insist on exclusion of apples from stabllization provisions
on bill. Use best efforts to bring about reconsideration on Monday.

F. W. CORNWALL. SAMUEL VALORE,
W. P. ROGERS. W. R, TeaTts.
GEO, STEVENSON. H. V. PEARSALL.
Frep 8. Tobp Esrate. Geo. A. Mogse.
Epwakp DERIGHT.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, this telegram is placed in
the Recorp in order that Senators may understand there are
large groups of producers of agricultural products who are not
satisfied with the present wording of the bill.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Massachuseits?

Mr. COPELAND. 1 yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator permit me
to put in the Recorp at this point a similar telegram from my
own State on the subject he is now discussing?

Mr, COPELAND. I am very happy to yield for that purpose.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

BosTON, Mass., May 13, 1929,
Senator Davip 1. WALSH,
Senate Office Building:

Demand reconsideration and insist exclusion apples stabilization pro-

vision farm relief bill,

Avreep W, Omis & Co.

Mr, COPELAND. Mr. President, I am very much concerned
over a sitnation which I believe confronts our country. I do
not suppose my concern is a matter of great importance, but
there is growing an increasing division between the agricultural
parts of our country and the great cities. We have a conflict, a
conflict of sentiment, a conflict of ideas. There is a lack of
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mutnal understanding between the cities and the rural districts.
I want to say something about it.

First, let me picture the attitude of the city. I ventured to
vote for the debenture part of this bill. I voted twice for the
equalization fee in the McNary-Haugen bill. I voted to pass
that bill over the President’s veto. On every oceasion when I
had an opportunity to do so, I voted for what I thought would
help the farmers of America,

In doing that, Mr. President, I think I was voting to help
the residents of the cities of America. There can be no con-
tinued prosperity in any part of our country unless there is
prosperity in every part of our country. There can be no pros-
perity in the cities, where men and women are employed,
unless the manufactured products of the cities ecan be sold.
The chief purchasers of those products are the farmers of
America.

I have read editorials in almost every metropolitan paper of
my State condemning me for my attitude, saying that I voted
against the best interests of my State when I voted as I did.
Let us consider that criticisnr a little bit.

One great editor, a friend of mine—and I respect him and
admire him; I have real affection for him; I shall not under-
take to quote his language, but the spirit of his comments—said
that it is perfectly absurd to try by any sort of legislation to
help the farmer. He said the farmers will prosper as the
country prospers; that the farmers will benefit by the general
prosperity of the country. Let us see if that is true,

As I said before, I always speak about the wheat farmer;
I do not knmow anything about cotton. I was born in the
North, where no cotton was raised. 1 was born on a farm where
wheat was raised. How can the wheat farmers of America
prosper as those engaged in other industries in America pros-
per? How is general prosperity going to help them any?

Men can not eat any more bread than they are eating. There
is no way materially to increase the consumption of breadstuffs.
It is an entirely different thing when we talk about automo-
biles. The demand for automobiles has not been satisfied. By
advertising and high-powered salesmanship more families may
be gotten to buy more antomobiles. That will go on until every
family is supplied, and when every family has both a Rolls-
Royce and a Ford, then they will not buy any more automo-
biles ; but we are a long way from that point.

I spoke over the radio in London five or six years ago, and
at that time there were only 10 radio sets in England. Now
there are three and a half million radio sets in England. During
these five or six years there has been developed a demand
for radios, and those radios have been purchased. That has
been good for the manufacturers of radios. But are the people
eating any more bread in England than they did six years ago?
Certainly not. Not so much; there is a decline in the con-
sumption of breadstuffs.

Mr, FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. COPELAND, I yield. 7

Mr. FRAZIER. I want to call the attention of the Senator
from New York to the fact that instead of people using more
bread they use less because of these radio talks by health
experts and dietitians who go over the country advocating
that the people should use whole-wheat bread. They cut down
on the use of bread and cut down on the use of potatoes,
largely, and it makes a great difference in the prosperity of the
farmer.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this all adds to my argu-
ment. These health experts talk over the radio, write health
articles, and advise people not to use so much starch. That is
true; but the fact is, is it not, that we can not increase the
prosperity of the farmer by any increase in the business pros-
perity of the Nation? I think that is perfectly logical. I do
not see how anybody can dispute it.

There is only one way by which the farmer can be benefited,
and that is by getting more money for his crop. If he can get
more money per bushel for the wheat he raises, he is going
to prosper accordingly. It is absurd to say that the general
business prosperity of the country will help the farmer, It
will not, because the demand for the farmers’ products is a
demand which has already been completely satisfied. I am
sure I am right about that. If I am not, I would be glad to
have somebody tell me I am mistaken,

Other papers have said that any such vote cast by a New
York Senator must be against the interests of the taxpayers
of New York. Let us see about that, I have said here often,
and I repeat it now for the sake of this argument, that people
think about New York City as a great financial center, and the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrooxHART]—who is not in his seat
just now—will rail about New York and the wickedness of
New York.
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People do not think ahout New York as a manufacturing
city, do they? Yet my city of New York manufactures in bulk
- and value more goods than the combined cities of Pittsburgh,
Cincinnati, St. Louis, Milwaukee, Cleveland, Detroit, and Bos-
ton. More manufactured products are sent out of my city every
year than are manufactured in those great, so-called, manufac-
turing cities. And where do those goods go? As I said the
other day, we make kimonas and overalls. We do not wear
many of them in New York. You rarely see them on Broadway.

We sell those products to the farmers of America. Over
half the manufactured steel of this country is sold to the
farmers, Am I voting against the interests of the taxpayers
of my city when I vote to help the farmer to have an income
enough so that he can buy the manufactured products of my
city and State? I know I am serving the citizens of my State
by anything I can do to increase the buying power of the
farmers of America. I have no patience, to tell the truth, with
the criticisms which are passed upon Members of this body who
are voting and striving to increase the purchasing ability of
the farmer. So much for that.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President— ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does
the Senator from New York yield to the-Senator from Massa-
chusetts? -

Mr, COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachuseits. I have observed that some of
the criticisms in the press editorials published in the press of
the Senator’'s State have attributed to him a political ambition
as the motive for his vote. I want to suggest that that could
not have been said of the Senator’s vote previous to the last
election, when he voted for the McNary-Haugen bill. I repeat
what I said before, that the Senator showed very great cour-
age on the eve of the election in New York State in taking the
position which he took, with the press of the State unitedly
opposed to the McNary-Haugen bill,

Mr, COPELAND. I am very much obliged to my friend from
Massachusetts, who is always kind and eourteous, and who has
been particularly nice to me ever since I came to this body.

I do not know just how my fortunes will be affected by my
vote on the debenture plan. My State gave me a very generous
vote last fall when I sought to come back to the Senate. I had
the pleasure of carrying my city of New York by a larger ma-
jority than anybody else ever received, about 550,000. So I did
not suffer much on account of supporting the equalization fee,
Iut that is entirely aside from the question at issue.

I am not disturbed by what the papers say, and I do not
blame the editors. The editors of the New York papers are
expressing the sentiment of the bankers and business men of
my State, All of them think that there is something wrong
about any kind of legislation which has to do with the better-
ment of the farmer.

There will not be any trouble about it when it comes to the
tariff bill. There will be almost unanimous support of it from
the press of my ecity. The editors who have been critical of my
vote on the debenture will be enthusiastic for the tariff abomina-
tion which is about to be presented to us.

But this is perhaps more or less a sugar coating. I want to
speak now of the misunderstanding on the part of farm and
agriculture of the people who live in the cities. I am sorry the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrooxHART] is not here at the mo-
ment. Perhaps he will come in later. I have a paragraph
which I wanted to recite for his benefit, but I will omit it.

I want to tell the Senate a little about New York City. We
have in the public schools of New York City 1,200,000 children.
If we were to send out of New York City all the parents of
those children and all the children of the rich who are in the
private schools of New York—if we were to send out of New
York City all the bankers and brokers, everybody except the
children in the public schools—New York City would be the
fourth largest ecity in the United States. The school children
in New York City would, if they alone were counted, make it
the fourth largest city in the country.

Who are those children? They are children from homes
where live people just like the citizens of Iowa, Nebraska,
Idaho, Michigan, North Dakota, and Montana; the same kind
of folks, the same kind of people. They are not children from
homes of the rich, Most of them are from homes of parents
who must work.

Let me point out that thousands upon thousands, tens of
thousands of those children, come from homes where the
father works for some produce man or some commission man.
When something is done In the Senate to hurt the commission
and produce business in the country, something has been done
that will lower the standard of living of tens of thousands of
families in my city. Are you willing to do that?
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Some of you rail about New York City, about the “ bejeweled
brokers ” in my city, and imagine that they alone represent the
manhood of New York. The people of the city of New York are
just like the people of every other community in this great
country of ours.

I feel very much hurt to think that while I have gone the
full limit of what I can do to help the farmers of Iowa and
other States, yet when I present to the Senate an amendment to
the bill which seeks to preserve the commission and produce
business of New York and the other cities of my State, as well
as the cities of other States in this country, that amendment is
supported by only 11 votes, and only 4 of those besides my own
came from the group which has voted for the debenture plan
in the bill. Senators are willing to have us stand here and cast
our votes to help the farmers of the country, but they are un-
willing to cast their votes to help the people in my city by the
tens and hundreds of thousands who work with their hands
just as hard as any farmer on the face of the earth.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator think he states that position
quite fairly?

Mr. COPELAND. If I have stated it unfairly, I would be
very glad indeed to be corrected.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator’s amendment went much farther
than indicated by his present language. The Senator was pro-
posing by his amendment to deny certain people in the United
States the right to enjoy the privileges of the bill if they
desired to do s0. We in no way propose to interfere with the
commission merchants of New York, We simply state to them,
“We do not think you ought to deny other people the right to
engage in enterprises and industries in accordance with the
terms of the bill if they desire to do s0.”

Mr. COPELAND. Does not the Senator recognize as having
any value the statement which I made and repeated on occa-
sions that if there is written into the bill the right of the board
to make use of the funds to be turned over to them, that very
state of affairs will create a psychology which will of necessity
ruin the commission and produce people?

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not admit that at all. I think the
individual initiative, the capacity, the genfus of the men who
are now engaged in the commission business will enable them
to carry on their business so much more successfully than can
possibly be done under Government operation that they need
have no fear in that direction at all. The only reason why we
advocate the idea is because of the serious distress which exists
in certain parts of the country where we think it may be of
some possible help to them. But I do not think for a moment
that the Government is going to engage in the business so suc-
cessfully as to put out of business those whose genius has built
up the different industries which the Senator is discussing.

Mr. COPELAND. I am very much obliged to the Senator
from Idaho. There is no Member of the Senate who respects
him more highly than I do. I have no doubt that with reference
to foreign affairs and most matters that come before the Senate
he is as well informed certainly as anybody, and perhaps better.
But when he talks about the commission business I fear he is
not on safe ground and I am going to try to show him why
right now.

Mr, BORAH. I will admit before the Senator starts that as
to the details and methods of carrying on the business I am
very illy informed, although by reason of a bill which I
sponsored I have spent a great deal of time in the last two
years trying to inform myself and have come in contact with
men who carry on the business, and I therefore think I know
something about it. Aside from that proposition the Senator,
without speaking disrespectfully of him, wanders from the
subject. Does he think individual enterprise can not compete
with governmental enterprise in this proposition?

Mr. COPELAND. I do.

Mr. BORAH. There is where we disagree and that I do
know something about.

Mr. COPELAND. I am going to try to inform the Senator
from Idaho something about the commission business. I am
going to take poultry and poultry products as an example.
Poultry and poultry products comprise an industry that is
third or fourth in the country. I think we may say that
dairy products come first, with about $3,000,000,000; corn,
with $2,000,000,000; cotton, $1,250,000,000; and the poultry
business comes fourth, The poultry and poultry products of
the country have the enormous value of $1.250,000,000.

We receive every year in the city of New York $200,000,600
worth of poultry—$200,000,000 worth! We take into New
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York City every week about 200 cars of live poultry, poul-
try that comes from Missouri and Indiana—I think no poultry
comes from Idaho or Montana—200 cars of live poultry! How
is that handled? I will tell the Senator from Idaho how it
is handled.

A car is loaded in Indiana with chickens. It is put on the
track, and immediately the shipper draws on the commission
merchant in New York for $4,000. That means that every
week almost $1,000.0060—$800,000, to be more exact—of money is
actually sent to Indiana, Missouri, Kansas, and Nebraska,
and other poultry-shipping States, and it is sent in cash.
Where does the commission merchant get that amount of
money? I never saw a poultry commission merchant in my
life who had $800,000 or $200,000. He borrows it from the
banks. The banks advance the money. -

Does the Senator think the banks of New York would ad-
vance any money to pay for poultry if the bankers of New
York believe that the Government is going into the business?
If he does think that, he does not know the bankers of New
York. They will not do it.

I may say to the Senator from Idaho that if the measure
prevails without an amendment exempting the articles which
I have been discussing, which are dealt in by commission
merchants and produce merchants, the Senator is doing a
thing that will do more to ruin the potato business of Idaho
than any other vote he ever cast possibly could do.

What I have said about poultry can be said about every
other edible product, and I speak with some degree of author-
ity on that subject. For many years—and I am sure this is
no immodest statement, but is a simple statement of fact—
through my official position I learned much of these industries,
I had supervision of such industries, so I speak by the card
when I say these things.

Many of the products in question are handled by commis-
sion merchants in New York City. Let me mention apples
in particular. Much of the money to finance commission
merchants to handle apples comes from England, because the
English are the great purchasers of American apples. Ameri-
can apples are exported to England, and English capital sup-
plies the commission merchants with funds to handle them.
If the bill passes as written, it will not only ruin the potato
business of Idaho but it will ruin the apple business of Vir-
ﬁinla. West' Virginia, New York, and other States of the
Inion.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. r

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Some time ago a committee of
which I am a member, conducting an investigation into the
operations of the California Fruit Growers' Association, con-
sisting of a federation of cooperative associations of the State
of California dealing in eitrus fruits, disclosed the following
fact: As I recall, they have in each of the leading cities of the
Union, and I suppose, of course, in the city of New York, a
bonded agent of their own who, as I understand the matter, per-
forms all the funetions of a commission merchant; that is to
say, the bonded agent receives the fruit and sells it to the retail
dealer. In other words, the ordinary commission merchant of
the city of New York does not handle the California citrus fruits
at all,

Mr. COPELAND. That is true. That is one product in
connection with the distribution of which there has been enough
capital so that it has not been necessary to make the ordinary
uses of the commission merchant.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The question I wish to address
the Senator is, if in that way the commission merchant has
not been driven out of business, why should the Senator think
that the commission merchant’s business will be destroyed if,
for instance, a stabilization esrporation dealing with poultry
shall be organized and that stabilization corporation shall en-
deavor to dispose of the products of the member organizations
in exaetly the same manner as the California fruit growers dis-
pose of their products?

Mr. COPELAND. I have no fear at all that the Government
would aetnally spend money enough to reproduce the intricate
machinery in the way of terminals, refrigerators, slaughter-
houses, warehouses, elevators, and all that sort of thing, neces-
sary to do that work, Apparently I failed to choose language
to make clear my idea: It is the fear that the Government may
do this which will ruin the finaneial credit of these men,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What has happened to the eredit
of those merchants in the city of New York who were handling
the California fruit product prior to the organization of the
California Fruit Growers’ Association?
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Mr. COPELAND, Some of those men have been able to go
on with their work, but, as a matter of fact, by the cooperative
movement which originated in California and which affected
many cities, the commission merchants in that particular line
were practically put out of business. That is what happened.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is to say, the cooperatives
were able to provide themselves with a better class of service
than they theretofore had?

Mr. COPELAND. I am not prepared fo say that it was a
better class of service,

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
service?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes. Now, I will go further and help the
Senafor in his argument. We have in our section of the country
one of the greatest cooperatives in existence, I think—the
Dairymen’s League. It is a wonderful organization: I take
pride in jt. It has accomplished wonderful things for the dairy
farmers of New York, of Massachusetts, of Pennsylvania, of
New Jersey, and the adjoining States. It has gone on and pur-
chased not only creameries in the country and milk plants, but
it has gone into the city and has established there pasteurization
plants; it has even controlled distribution to some extent,
Ultimately, perhaps, it may take over the whole industry.

I think the citrus-fruit growers have done very much the same
things, and possibly wisely. But there must be an interim;
there must be a period of time before a potato eooperative, a
poultry eooperative, an egg cooperative, an apple cooperative, a
pear cooperative, a plum cooperative, and peach and cherry and
broccoli and cantaloupe cooperatives are ready to do business.
The business of the producers of most fruits and vegetables is
prospering through the efforts of the commission merchants of
New York. If the Senator’s ideas shall prevail, the fear that
the Government will actually reproduce all of the machinery of
those institutions will deter eapital, the banks, from furnishing
the necessary money to operate the produce houses of New York
and other cities,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I simply rise again, if the Senator
will pardon me, to remark that that is a situation which results
from the organization of. cooperatives all along down the line.
Out in my section of country some years ago, indeed, for many
years, it was thought by the farmers that they did not get a
square deal from the men who were buying wheat for the line
elevator companies and other institutions; so they concluded to
establish cooperative associations to handle their own product.
They did so. They built elevators, which elevators ran in com-
petition with the elevators of the companies, and in a great
many places the private buyers had to go out of business,
because the cooperatives took all of the business in the locality.

The point I am making, Mr. President, if the Senator will do
me the honor to attend to that, is that the cooperative associa-
tion in all its essence is organized upon the theory and upon the
basis that the old machinery by which their products were
handled, not by themselves through cooperation at all, but by
commission agents, is an expensive and unsatisfactory one, 8o
the argnment which the Senator makes, it seems to me, is an
argument against the whole cooperative system.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I think it is undoubtedly
true, as the Senator from Montana has suggested, that there
have been dishonest men engaged in handling limited quantities
of these products.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I should like to interrupt the
Senator at that point. It is not a mere matter of dishonesty, but
the contention was that there was a waste there, that the
middlemen’s profits ought not to be taken away either from the
consumer on the one hand or the producer upon the other, but
they ought to be brought together through these cooperative or-
ganizations, and thus cut out—as it is expressed—the middle-
men's profits.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I can understand that when
it comes to a product so widely grown as are wheat or corn or
cotton, it is impossible by any ordinary system of cooperation,
by a local group or a large group, to handle that product. That
is the reason why I am willing to go as far as the Senator from
Montana wishes to go with reference o those groups; but when
it comes to apples and various other perishables there has been
no complaint on the part of the raisers of those products and
no such demand for a new sysfem.

Mr, BORAH. Oh, yes; Mr. President, there has been a vast
amount of complaint all through the country.

Mr. COPELAND. But it was a complaint that related to
certain trade practices of a certain limited number of persons.
The Senator’s bill—and a good bill I think it is, as he has modi-
fled it—is intended to prevent the methods used by the un-
worthy men in the industry,

At least it supplanted the former
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Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I readily concede, anyone must
concede, that there are a vast number of people engaged in the
commission business who are able and of unquestionable in-
tegrity ; but there are those connected with that industry of
whom that can not be said.

Mr. COPELAND. There would be no need of any law against
intoxication or horse stealing or anything else if all the people
were good. Laws are not enacted to control those persons who
desire to be decent. Regulatory enactments are intended to take
care of those persons in trade and commerce who are not “on
the level,” if I may use that expression. But the bill itself and
the thought which the Senator from Idaho has and the thought
in the mind of the Senator from Montana go far beyond that.
In the view of the Senator from Montana the bill should go into

an industry dealing in products that needs no such regulation®

and aid and assistance. Indeed, by the very effort to regulate
and to aid we are doing the things which will destroy the indus-
try by undermining its foundation of credit,

I speak feelingly because I believe that there is about to be
imposed upon the great commission and produce business in the
cities of America a grave injustice and a grave wrong which
will destroy the very agency needed to deal with these products
of the farm.

I have distingnished company in the position which I take.
The President of the United States used to be Becretary of
Commerce—I think perhaps we have not forgotten that fact—
and I quote from him while he was Secretary of Commerce :

I do not know of any, even of our highest developed cooperatives,

that have not found it advantageous to maintain the private distributor

and wholesaler in the cities. He performs a vital economic funetion,
and responsible men do It with great competence.

Mr, WALSH of Monfana. Mr, President——

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Referring now to the California
Fruit Growers' Association, my recollection is that in the devel-
opment of that organization they frequently—indeed, I think it
was the rule—made use of the individuals and the organizations
theretofore engaged in exactly that line of business. That is to
say, a man who was in the commission business in-the State of
New York was constituted the agent and representative of the
Fruit Growers' Association, Why is it not reasonable to assume
that exactly the same thing will be done by the men who organ-
ize a stabilization corporation? Instead of putting a green man
who does not know anything at all about the business in charge
in the city of New York, instead of building entirely independ-
ent storage warehouses and that kind of thing, is it not quite
reasonable to assume that the man who has built up a success-
ful business and who has the facilities, will be utilized by the
Government organization?

Mr. COPELAND. I have no doubt that is what will happen;
but, in my judgment, it will also happen that he will be work-
ing on a salary for the cooperative; he will be out of business
as an independent merchant. His talent will be utilized, but a
great indusiry which has grown up through the years will be
ruined and those who built it up will become hirelings merely
of an organization which will reach out farther and farther into
the cities of the country, destroying private initiative.

Confirmatory of what the Senator from Montana said about
the California Fruit Growers’ Exchange, Mr. G, Harold Powell,
who before his death, I think, was the general manager of the
California Fruit Growers' Exchange, stated that the services
of the wholesaler in the city markets could never be dispensed
with, and it was the intention of the exchange to utilize his sery-
ices at all times. That was their purpose.

And Mr. Wells A. Sherman, the chief marketing specialist of
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the Deparitment of
Agriculture, in charge of the fruit and vegetable division, in his
book entitled “ Merchandising Fruits and Vegetables,” states:

* * * The wholesale handlers of fruits and vegetables are among
the keenest and most enterprising business men of America, Especially
is this true of those who operate over large areas. Had they and the
growers whom they finance waited for a visible and measurable demand
before they produced, comparatively few eastern consnmers would as yet
have tasted a cantaloupe from California or Roeky Ford: California
artichokes; broecoli, or winter cauliflower ; onions of the Bermuda type,
or any of a dozen other well-known vegetables now in large supply.
* * * The Nation owes a profound debt of gratitude to the pioneer-
ing, venturesome, creative faith of the men who have added so richly
to our choeice of fresh foods. * * *

That is the testimony of Mr. Sherman, but we propose now to
put this industry out of business, and that is what we will do,
because we can not expeet that with this limited amount of
money it will be possible to build there tremendous terminals
and provide all the other machinery for fruit and vegetables,
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as well as wheat, corn, and cotton. Iet me say something about
that. Out in Pittsburgh a platform a fifth of a mile in length
?ag lej';:lt;t been built for the reception of these fruits and vege-
ables.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. COPELAND. I do.

Mr. SIMMONS. I should like to ask the Senator a question,
Does not the whole cooperative association movement that is
incorporated in this bill necessarily interfere with the class of
dealers to which the Senator has referred in the various products
that are embraced in its operations?

For instance, take tobacco: When the cooperative associations
were organized in the States of North Carolina, South Caro-
lina, and Virginia they bought warehouses, and they were soon
involved in a flerce warfare with the old warehouse people.
They said, “ If this thing is a success it will destroy our ware-
houses. We are forced, therefore, fo sell them to the cooper-
atives at their own price in order to save our property from
destruction.” A

Does not the cooperative system in the case of any farm prod-
uet necessarily involve an interference with dealers in that
commodity?

Mr, COPELAND. I think undoubtedly it does.

Mr. SIMMONS. And are the dealers in the Senator’s city
any differently situated from those handling other products?

Mr. COPELAND. No; but, Mr. President, I suppose there is
no reason why the Government should not go into the auto-
mobile business and the banking business and the doector busi-
ness. We could go ahead and engage in all the present privately
conducted enterprises; but this is my point: If Senators de-
sire to go so far as to appropriate enough money to duplicate
the machinery necessary to carry on these various activities
and to do all the necessary things, all right; I have no more
to say. It is for the country to decide if it wants to go into
the commission business.

But the thing that I have fried to make clear, and appar<
ently- I do not succeed, is that the Government will not do this,
There is not enough money carried by this bill to accomplish
the building of the terminals and the other machinery mneces-
sary to take care of fruits and vegetables, too. But, mark
you, the very fact that it is written in the bill that it may be
done is the thing which will ruin the credit of men in these
industries, In consequence, the vegetable and produce and
fruit people of the South and West and every part of the
country will suffer because of the club which has been raised
over the industry and which may at any time descend upon its
head to destroy it. The fear of what may happen will de-
stroy the credit of the commission men, and in that way be
as effectively harmful as actually to duplicate their plants.

Mr. President, I ask that there be included in my remarks at
this point a letter which I received to-day from the general
manager and secretary of the National League of Commission
Merchants. : '

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The letter is as follows:

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF COMMISSION MERCHANTS
oF THB UNITED BTATES,
Washington, D, C., May 13, 1989,
Hon. RovaL 8. COPELAND,
United States Senator, Washington, D, C.

My Dear SExaToR CoPELAND: Responsive to your request, I take
much pleasure in setting forth the alos and purposes of the National
League of Commission Merchants, as well as some comments with
respect to the fresh fruit and vegetable industry. For a clear under-
standing of this letter, you are advised that the general term * re-
ceiver " {8 accepted by the trade to mean commission merchants, whole-
galers, distributors, and jobbers,

The league was organized In 1893, and therefore is entering upon

its thirty-seventh year of successful and continuous operation. Its

membership comprises 750 of the leading and most responsible re-
celvers and shippers of fresh fruits and vegetables located in the eastern
half of the country. While relatively few in number, yet it is esti-
mated that the members handle approximately 50 per cent of the ton-
nage on the Atlantic seaboard.

It was created for the purpose of protecting and promoting the gen-
eral welfare of the trade by concentrated action in developing construe-
tive legislation; in collecting and disseminating information; in
improving business methods; in resisting diseriminations against and
exactlons upon the trade; in demanding integrity and financial respon-
gibility ; and in the protection of all, so far as possible, from fraud,
misrepresentation, and Injustice, It has ever been zealous In carrying
out these atmg.
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The league is the trade astoclation of the receiver and shipper of fresh
fruits and vegetables. As such, it has ever been on the alert to bring
about improvements in the marketing of these commodities to the
financial advantage of the produeer and the satisfaction of the consumer,
We keenly realize that upon the prosperity of the producer and the
gatisfaction of the consumfer depends the prosperity of the receiver and
ghipper, That this alertness on the part of the receivers and this
association has been rewarded is evidenced by the following accom-
plishments, all of which have been to the mutual advantage of everyone
concerned and could have been brought about only through united
action: 5

Terminals : Improved and modern terminal facilities in operation at
New York City, Philadelphia, Boston, and Pittsburgh, New terminals
In course of comstruction at Detroit and Cleveland, and being consid-
ered in mumerous other cities. These new terminals are stupendous
undertakings—the one at Pittsburgh having a selling platform nearly
a fifth of a mile in length, while the one at Detroit will cover nearly
80 acres. They are all the result of the vision and faith of the receiv-
ers in the foture of the industry and their desire to be of service to the
producer and consumer,

Refrigeration: Vast improvements in the sclence of refrigerated
transportation, Uniformity in the rules, regulations, and charges for
handling perishable traffic throngh the means of perishable protective
tariff, The expenditure of large sums of money In the suecessful con-
summation of numerous traffic cases before the Interstate Commerce
Commission involving huge savings to the producer in transportation
and refrigeration charges, and the removal of unreasonable and unjust
rules and regulations covering perighable ghipments,

Trade ethics: The formulation and adoption of the standard rules
and definitions of trade terms, thus assisting in removing many causes
for controversy through misunderstanding of trading terms. The
acceptance of the prineiples of business conduct promulgated by the
United States Chamber of Commerce. The formulation and adoption
of a satisfactory arbitration system for arbitrating controversies be-
tween league members and others.

Leglslation : The enactment of constructive legislation, such as the
varlous standard container laws. Amendments to the interstate com-
merce act. Standardization and grading of commodities, Inspection
seryice, and appropriations for research work by the United States
Department of Agriculture, ete.

Government ;: Close cooperation between the Government departments
and the Industry, and the furnishing of accurate information with
respect to the industry to those governmental departments seeking such
information,

Trade promotion: The inavguration of a produce-merchandising sur-
vey designed to stimulate greater comsumption of fruits and vegetables
through improved wholesale and retail methods of merchandising, dis-
play, advertising, ete. The efficlent receiver not only sells fruits and
vegetahles, but also sells ideas to his retail outlets,

8o much for the work of the trade association of the receiver and
ghipper,

Now let us conmsider some phases of the industry concerning which
there appears to be some misunderstanding.

In studying the debates in Congress and listening to the testimony
given at congressional hearings, it is noted that some of your distin-
guish'ed colleagues and others appear to be rather vague in their under-
standing of the industry.

It is sometimes bandied about that receivers are opposed to coopera-
tive marketing associations. This is incorrect, Some of the largest
cooperative marketing associations are members of the league. Far-
seelng receivers encourage the formation of such associations for, as
a rule, they mean standardized and graded commodities, which promote
more efficlent and speedier merchandising of such commodities. Re-
ceivers welcome competition in terminal markets from cooperative
marketing associations, but they do mnot relish, and justly so, such
competition when it is based on ald from Government funds.

It is sometimes stated by those without a clear understanding of
the industry that the services of a receiver, as a middleman, should
be dispensed with, Far-seeing and progressive producers of fruits and
vegetables do not agree with thig thought. They recognize the sound
principle that the performer of a particular function may be destroyed,
but that the particular function itself can not be destroyed. They are
also in agreement that the recelver performs a vital economic function
in scientifically marketing their products. However, let those in au-
thority speak on the subject, Listen to the following:

President Hoover, while Secretary of Commerce, stated ag follows:
“s % ¢ T do not know of any, even of our highest developed eo-
operatives, that have not found it advantageous to maintain the pri-
vate distributor and wholesaler in the eities. He performs a vital
economic function, and responsible men do it with great ecom-
petence. * * =7

Mr. G. Harold Powell, who before his death was general manager
of the California Frult Growers Exchange, stated that the services
of the wholesaler in the city markets could never be dispensed with,
and that it was the intention of the exchange to utilize these gervices
at all times, .
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Mr. Wells A. Sherman, chief marketing specialist, Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics, United States Department of Agriculture, in charge
of the fruit and vegetable division, in his book, entitled *“ Merchandis-
ing Frults and Vegetables,” states that: “* * ¢ The wholesale
handlers of fruits and vegetables are among the keenest and most enter-
prising business men of America. HEspecially is this true of those who
operate over large areas. Had they and the growers whom they finance
walited for a visible and measurable demand before they produced, com-
paratively few eastern comsumers would as yet have tasied a cantaloupe
from California or Rocky Ford, California artichokes, broccoli, or winter
cauliffiower, onions of the Bermuda type, or any of a dozen other well-
known vegetables now in large supply. * * * The Nation owes a
profound debt of gratitude to the pioneering, venturesome, creative
faith of the men who have added so richly to our choice of fresh
[oods L] - l."

Rather loose statements are sometimes made and unfortunately in
high places, in many instances, that receivers, as a class, are dis-
bonest, fail to make proper returns, destroy produce, ete.

We admit that there are dishonest persons In the industry, but ne
more 80 than in any other industry, Investigation of such statements
has usually developed the fact that they are unfounded or that in some
instances a dishonest receiver has been uncovered and properly pun-
ished. It is significant that under the produce agency aet, an act
designed to apprehend dishonest commission merchants and which
became law on March 1, 1927, there has been a surprising lack of
complaints, and the first conviction under the law was secured omly
the ‘other day.

This organization has no sympathy with the Inefticient and dishonest
recelver, nor has it any sympathy with the inefficient producer who
gives greater weight to the quotations made him than to the financial
responsibility and personal integrity of his marketing connections, We
are at all times endeavoring to drive out of business the irresponsible
“ fiy-by-night ” type of reéceiver, but we are hampered in our efforts
by the unthinking producer who without regard to the consequences
ships his products to the irresponsible receiver, and then when injured
thereby raises a hue and cry against all recelvers as a class, This s
a broad statement, but I am firmly convinced of its accuracy by the
appeals that come to me from producers seeking assistance in the
collection of their money,

The great mass of producers have been taught by the Government
how to produce efficiently. The Government should now embark on a
general campaign of education to teach the great mass of producers how
to' market intelligently. This, in my estimation, would be real farm
relief in so far as the perishable industry is concerned,

It I8 my earnest endeavor, as well as those who labor with me in
the management of this association, to cultivate a closer relationship
between the producer and the receiver, which relationship will afford a
basis for that mutuality of confidence and’ cooperation which is so
essential for the success of the perishable industry and those engaged
in it. We solicit the aid of everyone in this laudable effort,

On behalf of our officers and members, I thank you for your great
interest in the industry and for your inguiry,

With expressions of my highest esteem for you, I am,

Yery truly yours, E. L. RoBERTS,
General Manager and Secrctory.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I told you a little bit about
my city. You know nothing about its poverty; we hear only
of its wealth. How many of you know that we have a square
mile in our city—1 square mile; now, you think about that
area somewhere in the country—where live 500,000 persons, a
half million in 1 square mile, where 12 live in 3 rooms, where
4 gleep in the kitchen every night. They would have to go out
and die if they did not have some sort of employment. Even
those meager quarters cost money,

Are you going to impose a further burden upon the poor of
the cities and upon those who labor with their hands? Are you
going to destroy what in my own city is one of the chief indus-
tries, the commission and produce business?

I remember one time a snowstorm, one of those rare things
we have in New York, where down on West Street—the wide
street that fronts on the river on the west side, a street that is
always filled with trucks carrying fruits and vegetables and
potatoes and oranges and eggs and poultry and all the other
things—it was impossible for them to move because of the
snow. The street was completely blocked. It was abso-
lutely impossible to move. If you pass this bill, you are
going to block the whole commission business and the handling
of the produce and the frults and vegetables of the country.
They are going to be stalled in a storm just as those trucks
carrying vegetables and fruits were stalled at the time I
mention.

You find fault with us because we ridicule the needs of the
farmer. We have just exactly the same right to find fault with
you because you fail to appreciate the plight of those who dwell
in the cities. We have a right to appeal to you.
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Mr. President, there ig enough to do through the operation of
this bill to take care of wheat and cotton and corn, the major
staple crops. Let us begin with them. If we find a successful
operation through such legislation as this, then, if you see fit
to go into the whole business of edible produets, all agricultural
products, all right. But let us not begin now with nothing more
effective than simply to threaten an industry. By making it
possible for the board to lend money for that purpose is a
proposal which will be taken seriously in certain quarters. Let
us not make that threat when we know very well it will not
be carried out. It is too important a matter to trifle with when,
becanse of the threat, the credit of these men will be ruined
and the industry destroyed.

So I beg Senators not alone to vote for and adopt the
amendment which I sent up to the desk, but to reconsider the
action by which it was determined that the produce and com-
mission men must be sent to the poorhouse. It seems incredible
that we were able to muster only 11 votes—only 11 votes—and,
as I said, with the exception of my own, only 4 votes from those
who voted for the debenture. Do not repeat that punishment, I
beg of you.

You ask us of the cities to vote this way or that way to
further the cause of agriculture, Now I make the same appeal
to you. Strike out from the bill the vegetables and the fruits,
in order that we in the cities may continue to enjoy some degree
of prosperity and to offer employment for the workers in our
greater centers of population.

Mr. STECK obtained the floor.

Mr. MocNARY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Sackerr in the chair).
Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. STECK. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum is
suggested. The Secretary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Filetcher King Shep{)ard
Ashurst Frazier La Follette Shortridge
Barkley George McKellar Simmons
Bingham Gillett McMaster Smoot

Black Glass MceNary Steck

Blaine Glenn Metcalf Steiwer
Blease Goff Moses Stephens
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck Bwanson
Brookhart Gould Norris Thomas, Idaho
Brou Greene N ge Thomas, Okla,
Burton Hale Oddie Townsend
Capper Harris Overman Trammell
Caraway Harrison Patterson Tydings
Connally Hastings Phipps Yandenberg
Copeland Hawes Pine Wagner
Conzens Haggen Pittman Walcott
Cutting Hebert Ransdell Walsh, Mass,
Dale Heflin Reed Walsh, Mont.
Deneen Howell Robinson, Ark. Warren

Dill Johnson Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Edge Kean Backett Watson

Fess Keyes Schall Wheeler

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-eight Senators having
answered to their names, there is a quorum present. The Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. Steck] is entitled to the floor.

Mr. STECK. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend-
ment, which has been printed and lying on the table, and ask
that the clerk read it,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read.

The LecistATive CLERg. On page 15, after line 13, the Sena-
tor from Iowa proposes to insert as a new subsection to section
6 the following:

The board may make loans to cooperative associations, the proceeds
of the loans to be used for assisting the cooperative association in
acquisition hy purchase, comstruction, or otherwise, of facilities and
equipment for the preparing, handling, storing, processing, and sale of
cornstalks, wheat, oat, and rice straw, cotton stalks, eane stalks, and
other like agricultural commodities. Buch loans made under this sub-
divigion may be secured by marketing contracts of members of coopera-
tive associations and be required to be paid, together with interest
thereon, within a period of 20 years by means of a charge to be de-
ducted from the proceeds of the sale or other disposition of each unit
of the agricultural commodity delivered to the cooperative association,
or may be secured in such other manner as, In the judgment of the
board, is adeqguate, The aggregate amount of loans for the purpose of
this subdivision, outstanding and unpaid at any one time, shall not
exceed $25,000,000,

Mr. STECK. Mr. President, the section which would be
added by the amendment is practically in the words of subsec-
tion (c¢) of section 6 of the hill.

In reading over the bill now before the Senate I notieed that
there is no definition of “agricultural commodity.” Probably
the term itself will cover everything which has been commonly
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known and commonly handled as an agricultural commodity,
but there has been a new business growing up, especially in
the Middle West which might not be recognized under the
terms of the bill as it is written, and it is the purpose of the
amendment fo cover that business.

There has been growing slowly but surely throughout the
Middle West and the South an industry which is using up the
waste products of the farm which have been named in the
amendment, - like cornstalks, different sorts of straw, cotton
stalks, and so on. If the farm bill which we have before us,
and which will undoubtedly be passed by the Congress, is to
bring relief and be of help to the agricultural industry, I and
others wish to see this special industry brought within the
terms of the bill.

In 1925 we imported 1,448,425 tons of standard newsprint,
valued at $103,717,000, and in the same year imported 1,491,988
tons of wood pulp for the manufacture of paper, valued at
$81,864,000.

It is estimated that in 1928 we imported about 2,500,000 tons
of standard newsprint, valued at $200,000,000, and during the
same year, 1928, imported approximately 2,000,000 tons of wood
pulp, costing approximately $150,000,000.

Along the same line there has been a very instructive article
printed in The American Press for the month of April, 1929,
written by Mr, Frank Parker Stockbridge, and I wish to read
at this point just an excerpt from that article:

The big, unchallenged fact which stares the newspaper business of
the United States in the face whenever attention is turned to the news-
print situation is that the press of this country Is absolutely at the
mercy of Canada for its supply of the raw material of which news-
papers are made. The United States does not produce and can not
prodoce enough wood pulp to supply our own demand.

FIGURES INDICATE DANGER FOR AMERICAN PUBLISHERS

Out of about 4,000,000 tons of newsprint produced in North America
in 1928 Mexico contributed less than 17,000 tons, Newfoundland about
230,000 tons, the United States less than 1,415,000 tons, and Canada
all the rest, some 2,381,000 tons. The total production of newsprint
in North America was about 7 per cent greater than in the preceding
year, but all of that inerease and more was outside of the United
Btates. This country's output of newsprint fell nearly 5 per cent
below the 1927 figures; Canada’s increased 14 per cent over 1927.

And on top of American production the newspapers of the United
States imported 117,000 tons of newsprint from Europe.

Those are figures to think about. They mean ounly one thing, They
mean that we are rapidly exhausting the forest resources of the United
States available for wood-pulp production and that unless we discover
and utilize other materials than wood pulp for paper making the time
is coming, and coming swiftly, when the publishers of the United States
will buy all of their newsprint from Canada and Europe and pay what-
ever price the forelgn producers unrestrained by antitrust laws choose
to ask for it

I also find in a new magazine published by the senior Senator
from Kansas [Mr, Carper], entitled “ Public Affairs Magazine,”
for May, 1929, on the editorial page the following editorial on
this subject:

CANADA LEADS IN PAPER

Canada is leading the world in the manufacture of newsprint paper.
It exports more newsprint than all the rest of the world ecombined.

This is one of the romances of modern industry. Twenty years ago
Canada's output of newsprint was 363,079 tons. Last year it was more
than 3,800,000 tons. Its value in 1908 was $38,000,000; last year,
$125,000,000.

More than 29,880 persons are employed in the paper mills of Canada
and the pay roll exceeds $44,000,000. 1

Canada's 115 paper mills are making large gaps in the Dominion's
vast forests, aided by the sawmills, One of the world's greatest needs
is the discovery of other materials just as good as wood pulp for paper
making. Farm waste now appears to offer a good substitute. Some-
thing like that which can be had in immense quantities is needed to
supply demand.

That editorial, as I have stated, is from a magazine published
by ArrHur Carper, who, as I said, is the senior Senator from
Kansas,

As we are rapidly exhausting the forest products of the United
States available for wood-pulp production, we must continue to
depend more and more upon Canada and other countries for our
supply of newsprint and wood pulp for manufacture of news-
print and other paper products unless we take advantage of
other home-grown products which ean, under new but absolutely
proven methods, manufacture paper products from cornstalks
and other agricultural cominodities which are now largely
wasted.

There are already in existence several plants which are sue-
cessfully making paper products from cornstalks. Near Dayton,
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Ohio, the Oxford-Miami Paper Co. has produced a fine grade
'of book paper of 60 per cent cornstalks, which is better in every
respect than the all-wood book paper.

The Champion Coated Paper Co., which has the largest coat-
ing mills in the world at Hamilton, Ohio, has made a fine grade
of bond paper and coated paper which ean not be distinguished
from its best standard product, substituting cornstalks for T0
per cent of the wood-sulphite pulp.

The Hopper Paper Co., at Taylorville, Ill., has produced high-
grade newsprint, book, and bond papers with blends up as high
as 85 per cent of cornstalk.

The Corn Stalks Products Co., of Danville, IlL, is now pro-
ducing from 40 to 50 tons of corn pulp daily and is unable to
keep up with the demand. The manager of the company, Mr.
Harding, states that they could find a market for 300 tons of
cornstalk pulp every day.

The Maizewood Corporation, at Dubuque, Iowa, is making

aper products from cornstalk and other waste products of the
Emn There is also a plant in Louisiana which is making a
fine grade of paper from rice straw.

The May 3, 1929, issne of Wallace’s Farmer, which was for-
merly edited and published by Henry C. Wallace, the Secretary
of Agriculture, was what was called a “cornstalk edition,”
being printed on paper made largely of cornstalk pulp, and I
want to read a short editorial from that issue. It is headed,
¥ Cornstalk Paper,” and reads:

CORNETALK PAFER

‘° Wallace’'s Farmer is printed this week on cornstalk paper, which
is a mixture of cornstalk pulp and ground wood pulp. The corn-
gtalk pulp came from the Corn Stalk Products Co., of Danville, IIl,
but the final manufacturing was done by the Watab Mills, of Sartell,
Minn., which have furnished us with our regular wood-pulp paper
for some years.

Probably the time has mot yet come when it will be economical
and desirable for farm papers to use cornstalk paper exclusively.
However, wood-pulp paper Is getting scarcer right along, and, as
experimenting continues with cornstalks, we would not be at all
surprised if cornstalk pulp began to replace wood pulp more and more
in the manufacture of paper.

The cornstalk paper mills of the future will be located where there
is both an abundance of cornstalks readily available and plenty of
water, To conserye the soil fertility of those sections where corn-
stalks are sold to the factories, it will be essential to work out rota-
tions containing plenty of such soil-building legumes as sweef clover.
The only good evidence which is thus far available Indicates that a
ton of cornstalks has a crop-producing power of around $3, with corn
at 70 cents a bushel and oats at 40 cents a bushel. We trust, there-
fore, that the cornstalk industries which are built up will be able to
pay the farmers a net of at least $3 a ton. We believe that this
will be readily possible after the industries are well established and
after machines are perfected for harvesting the stalks with a minimum
of labor.

In the immediate future we believe that probably more tons of
cornstalks will be nsed in the manufacture of wall board than in the
manufacture of paper. Nevertheless, cornstalks will probably be
used in enormous quantities for both purposes, and that is the
reason we are printing this issue of Wallace's Farmer on cornstalk

paper, :

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. STECK. I yield.

‘Mr. WALSH of Montana. I want to inquire of the Senator,
what is the quality of paper thus produced from cornstalks?
Is it of varied quality, or is it newsprint only?

Mr. STECK. The heavier grades of paper can be made
entirely from cornstalk pulp—very fine grades of heavy paper.
The newsprint paper, such as I hold in my hand, which is the
cornstalk edition of Wallace’'s Farmer, is made from a com-
bination of wood pulp and cornstalk pulp and varies from 25
per cent of cornstalk pulp up to as high as 65 per cent.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator tell us how
many mills are now producing paper from cornstalks?

Mr. STECK. There is only one mill which is producing
the pulp, and that is at Danville, Ill, but the pulp is shipped
to the paper factorles, and there the paper is made from a
combination of wood pulp and cornstalk pulp.

My, WALSH of Montana, There is so far only one mill,
then, using the cornstalks?

Mr. STECK. There is only one mill making the pulp out of
the cornstalks.

Mr., WALSH of Montana,
eration?

How long has that been In op-
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Mr. STECK. It has been in operation about two years, I
believe.

Mr. WALSH of Montana,
what its annual output is?

Mr. BSTECE. As I stated awhile ago, it has a daily capacity
of 50 tons of cornstalk pulp.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What does the Senator understand
would be the effect npon the business of that infant industry—
I think it may be very properly so described—of the establish-
ment of competing mills by cooperative associations, or would
that affect materially its business?

Mr. STECK. I intended to get to that point later. In the
first place the manager of this mill states, as I have already
explained, that they could sell a daily production of 300 tons.
There is a sufficient demand for that output now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa will
suspend for & moment. The hour of 3 o’clock having arrived,
the unanimous-consent agreement heretofore entered into now
goes into effect, and hereafter no Senator may speak more than
onee or longer than 10 minutes upon the pending farm relief
bill, 8. 1, or any amendment proposed thereto. The Senator
from Iowa will proceed.

Mr. STECK. The business of making cornstalk pulp in order
to be successful must have the mills located in the center of the
productive area and they should be in small units., That is the
testimony of the experts who have investigated the subject.
They should be scattered around in small units,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The cornstalks, of course, will not
stand the expense of shipment for any considerable distance,
Accordingly, it would appear as though the industry must be
condueted by a large number of small units in the center of the
productive area.

Mr. STECK. That is guite true.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. So the business of the mill now
established would not be seriously interfered with by the estab-
lishment of other mills by cooperative associations under the
provisions of the amendment suggested by the Senator.

Mr, STECK. That is the judgment of the experts.

The cost of building a cornstalk pulp mill is about $5,000 per
ton per capacity, so a 50-ton plan wounld cost about $250,000.
The situation would best be met by building pulp mills of some
50 to 100 tons daily capacity at various points throughout the
territory where the product to be processed is most generally
produced, and at points which are centers of improved roads
and railway transportation, Such a distribution of pulp plants
would permit the farmer to bring his stalks to the plant at a
minimum cost and facilitate the shipment of the pulp to the
paper mills.

As a measure of farm relief, the establishment of pulp plants
using cornstalks, wheat, oat, and rice straw, cotton stalks, and
other such commodities now largely wasted is almost limitless,

Taking cornstalks alone, it is estimated that the Corn Belt
produces between 100,000,000 and 200,000,000 tons of cornstalks
each year, almost all of which is now wasted. It takes about
3 tons of cornstalks to make 1 ton of paper, so the esti-
mated possible production of paper from this one source would
be between 35,000,000 and 70,000,000 tons per year.

The present practice is for the mill to pay the farmer from
$3 to $5 per ton for his cornstalks, which are cut and baled by
the mill, with machinery which, at the same time and in the
same operation and without cost to the farmer, gathers his
corn. The average yield is approximately 114 tons of stalks
per acre, netting the farmer from four and one-half to seven .
and one-half dollars per acre besides picking his corn at a
saving of from $1.50 to $3 per acre depending upon the yield.
This would almost pay the rent of a tenant's corn ground and
would yield a new and substantial profit to the farm owner who
farms hig own land.

Wher: pulp from cornstalks and other waste agriculfural
products is being produced in substantial quantities it will neces-
sarily reduce our imports of wood pulp and paper products,
especially newsprint, and properly encouraged this industry
may, in the not too distant future, make us entirely independent
of foreign countries for our wood pulp and paper products.
The growth of this now proven industry would also stabilize
and ultimately reduce the price of all paper products, which
price is now largely fixed and controlled by foreign corporations.

This use of cornstalks and other waste products would save
our forests. Also the use of cornstalks in the manufacture of
pulp would aid in checking the corn borer. The method nsed in
harvesting, shredding, and baling is regarded by corn-borer
experts as good corn-borer control. Shredding the stalks, the
experts say, will kill at least 98 per cent of the corn-borer larva,
enough to render unimportant any danger from the offspring

Can the Senator tell us about
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of the survivors. In this connection it might be recalled that
in 1927 the Congress appropriated $10,000,000 to fight the corn
borer. If the machinery set up by the farm relief bill, to be
passed by this Congress, proves as effective as we all hope,
with the adoption of this amendment which I have offered, we
may see 8 or 10 pulp plants’ cooperatively owned, built with
money loaned under the terms of the amendment, scattered
throughout the Corn Belt, and other mills processing other
waste products scattered throughout the other agricultural see-
tions of the country, affording the producers a new source of
income; one which may very well measure the difference be-
tween the success or failure of the farming industry.

“Within the last six months there have been a large number
of newspapers which have printed special editions using corn-
stalk paper. I have already mentioned Wallace's Farmer, from
which I read an editorial. The Council Bluffs Nonpareil, at
Council- Bluffs, Iowa, published such an edition. The News
Herald, of Spencer, Iowa, also published a large edition, as did
the Red Oak Express, published at Red Oak, Iowa.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. - Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr, STECK., I yield.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am very nruch interested in what the Sen-
ator had to say with reference to the manufacture of paper out
of cornstalks. I come from a section where we raise consider-
able corn, and it is a subject which I think should deeply inter-
est the corn growers of this part of the country. I have under-
stood for some time that paper could be manufactured out of
cornstalks, but I had been under the impression that there had
not yet been discovered any process of manufacture by which
paper could be made out of cornstalks economically so that it
might be sold in competition with paper made out of wood pulp.
Has the Senator any evidence or information that would indi-
cate that there has been discovered a process by which we can
economically produce paper from cornstalks?

Mr. STECK. There has been discovered and perfected a
process by which cornstalks can be made into pulp for the man-
ufacture of paper and it can be done econonrically. But there
is only one plant now in operation with a small capacity. There
may have to be some slight chaunge in some of the paper mills
before they can handle the product along with the wood pulp,
but the experts, the men who have been working with the corn-
stalk products at Danville, Ill., and Doctor Sweeney, who is the
really big expert in the problem, head of the chemical engineer-
ing department at Ames, Iowa, have been experimenting in the
matter for some five or six years, partly with an appropriation
which was granted by Congress. There was trouble in harvest-
ing the cornstalk, but they have perfected a machine with which
they can bale the cornstalks and at the same time pick the
farmer’s corn. They are doing that now. They go into the field
with the machine which bales the cornstalks, and, in the same
operation, with the sanre machine, pick the farmer’s corn with-
out any further or added expense to the farmer. There is no
question, under the processes now in use and with the machin-
ery which has been built up, but what it can be so manufactured
that it will absolutely cut off the importation of foreign wood
pulp and of paper products.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator's time has expired
on the amendment. He now has 10 minutes on the bill.

Mr. STECK. Since I first presented the amendment I have
had a great number of lefters from the Middle West, and espe-
cially from Iowa, from farmers and newspapers who are inter-
ested in the matter and interested in the newsprint situation
which, as we have already beard in the Senate, is becoming a
very critical one, indeed, in the United States. I want to read
just three letters which I have received and which I have
chosen from a large number of letters which have conre to me
from daily and weekly papers in Iowa and are typical of the
many letters received. The first one is from Mr, C. M. Richards,
who publishes the Toledo Chronicle, at Toledo, Iowa. It reads

as follows:
Tae TOLEDO CHRONICLE,

Toledo, Iowa, May 7, 1929,
Benator DAxiEL F. BTECE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O,

Dear Mg, StEck: Thanks for your letter of May 3 containing copy
of your proposed amendment to the farm bill. I heartily approve of
this amendment and believe that it will be fully appreciated by Iowa
newspaper publishers. I trust that it will be given & favorable con-
sideration. -

With kindest personal regards, I am, very truly yours,
C. M. RicHARDS.

Another letter is from Paul 8. Junkin, who publishes daily

papers at Madison, Iowa, Fairfield, Iowa, Chariton, Iowa, Albia,
Iowa, and Shenandoah, Iowa. Mr, Junkin said:
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THE FAIRFIELD DAILY LEDGER,
- Fairfield, Im, May 6, 1929,
Hon. Daxier F, STeCE, P . .
Washington, D. 0.

Dear SexaTor StECK: [ am in receipt of your letter of the 2d instant,
with the amendment propesed by you to the farm bilL I am in thor-
ough sympathy with anything that can be done to develop the manu-
facture of paper from cornstalks and other waste farm products. I am in
favor with anything of this kind not only because I am & consumer of
print paper but also because I think it will benefit the farming industry.

I have always been a believer in protective tarifl to develop-our indus-
try, and if some way can be found to develop the product of paper from

waste farm produets it will certainly be a great thing for the country.
Yours very truly,
Paon B. JURKIN.

Then I have a third short letter from Myers Bros., publishers
of the Afton Star-Enterprise, a weekly paper published at Afton,
Towa, reading as follows:

AFTON STAR-EENTERPRISE,
Afton, Iowe, May 6, 1929,
Senator DANIEL F. STECK,
Washington, D. O,

Dear SENaTOR: Was very glad to receive your letter this morning
inclosing a copy of an amendment you propoee to offer to the agricul-
tural bill,

The manufacture of paper from cornstalks and other products of the
farm has reached that stage where it should be given enconragement in
a practical way. Paper is being successfully made from cornstalks and
the quality is good. But it must be made to compete with other paper.

The one object of this agricultural bill is to assist the farmers. I
believe this amendment of yours would be of much value and trust that
you will be able to get it written into the bill.

Yours very truly,
AFTON STAR-ENTERPRISE,
0. T. MYERS,

Mr, DILL. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield .
to the Senator from Washington?

Mr, STECK. I yield.

Mr. DILL. Am I to understand there is any other provision
in the bill which allows money to be loaned for the processing
of farm produocts?

Mr. STECK. The wording of subsection ¢ of section 6 of the
bill, on page 14, from which I copied practically the wording of
the amendment, is as follows:

{c) The board may make loans to any cooperative association and/or
to any stabilization corporation for the purpose of developing continuity
of cooperative services from the point of production to and including
the point of terminal marketing service, if the proceeds of the loan are
to be vsed for assisting the cooperative association or corporation in
acquisition by purchase, construction, or otherwise of facilities and
equipment - for the preparing, handling, storing, processing, or sale or
other disposition of agricultural commodities,

The word “processing” would certainly include the process-
ing of the cornstalks to the point where they could be shipped
to the paper mill for manufacture into paper.

Mr. DILL. What further amendment is necessary if the com-
stalks are not to be treated as different from other agricultural
products?

Mr, STECK. In the first place, I omitted the stabilization
corporation from the amendment, because there would never be
any necessity for it until we might some time in the far-distant
future reach a point where we would be exporting. On the
other hand, as I explained heretofore, there might be a question
as to whether or not the waste materials, so called, were agri-
cultural commodities. I do not want any question left in the
bill as to that definition, because we have already had expe-
rience with consiructions put upon legislation by boards and
comptrollers and Budget Directors. I thought it ought to be
made very clear.

Mr. DILL., I wish to say to the Senator that I am in hearty
sympathy with his amendment ; but I wondered whether it was
embarking upon a new field for the loaning of money not other-
wise provided in the bill, and if so, just where we would stop.
If we are going to give that aid to the corn grower, where
would we stop in the manufacturing field ?

Mr. STECK. Mr. President, this would cover anything that
it might be desired to bring in under it; but there is nothing
else that we have before us now excepting this one infant in-
dustry, which is a very healthy infant, I might say.

Mr. DILL. As I listened to the letters written by newspaper
editors I did nof suspect that any of them had any slush-fund
influence back of them from the pulp manufacturers, such as
we have been hearing about in connection with Power Trust
newspaper,
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Mr. STECK. I am certain they have not. In closing, Mr.
President, T ask permission to have inserted in the Recorp at
this point an editorial from the News-Herald, whieh is published
in Spencer, Iowa, from a “cornstalk edition,” relative to Dr.
0. R. Sweeney, who, as I before stated, is the great expert in
this infant industry and who made the experiments which led
up te the suecessful manufacture of newsprint pulp from corn-
stalks.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without objeetion, it iB g0 ordered.

The letter is as follows:

DR. 0. B, SWEENEY

No man in Iowa has done more to advance the process whereby corn-
stalks may be made into paper and wall board than has Dr. O. R,
Sweeney, head of the department of chemiecal engineering at the Towa
State College at Ames.

Doctor Sweeney has devoted practically all his time since 1920 to the
problem of utilizing the so-called waste products of the farm, and as a
result of his findings, which have stimulated others to carry on Te-
searches, a very material industry has sprung up in this country, which
in time is destined to find a most welcome place among the big com-
mercial developments of the period. The process by which ' Doctor
Bweeney converts cornstalks into paper and wall-board pulp is known as
the Sweeney process. It is used In all the experimental work now
carried on at Ames,

Doctor Sweeney was born in Marti.ns Ferry, Ohio, in 1883. He studied
at the Ohio State University and at the University of Pennsylvania,
and then spent some time in Germany supplementing his eduecation
there. He has been a college professor and consulting engineer since,

During the World War he was a major in the Chemical Warfare
Service and he is one of the men who designed and operated some of
the large gas plants In this country which produced the gas for the
Ameriean Army.

At the present time products are being made from straw, cornstalks,
oat hulls, cotton wastes, and peanut shells, and it bas been estimated
there are about $6,000,000 wasté business. This, however, in the opin-
fon of Doctor Bweeney, is but trivial. He confidently believes that one
of the world’s largest industries will eventually grow out of the vast
amount of raw material upon which he and his assoeiates have worked.

There are two plants in Iowa now making products from cornstalks
and other waste products of the farm. One is owned by the Maizwood
Corporation, at Dubugue. Another is owned by the Quaker Oats Co. and
is located at Cedar Rapids, It operates under the name of the Miner
Laboratories. This is the only plant in the world making furfural, and
they are producing it to the extent of one-half million pounds & year
and increasing their output annually. Furfural is used for all sorts of
purposes. It is made from oat hulls,

There is also a cornstalk mill at Danville, IlL, and the Danville
Commercial-News was the first newspaper in this section of the country
to print a special cornstalk edition,

Bt. Joseph, Mo., has & plant which makes a splendid building material
out of straw, A xylose plant is being bullt mear Atlanta, Ga., for
utilizing cotton hulls, Many other miunor industries along these lines
have been developed.

Mr, CARAWAY. T desire to present several amendments to
the pending bill, which I ask may lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendments
will be received, printed, and ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I rise to address
myself to the pending amendment, but before doing so I desire
to advert to a feature of the address made this meorning by
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrooxHART]. He did not exactly
gay 8o, but from something said by him it might be deemed
by some that he gave countenance to the statement widely eir-
culdted during the reeent campaign to the effect that a maxi-
muom price for wheat was fixed during the World War by a
committee appointed by President Wilson and that Mr. Hoover
w§s exonerated from any part in fixing a maximum price for
wheat.

The fact about the matter is that there was no maximum
price of wheat fixed by any committee appointed by Presi-
dent Wilson. President Wilson appointed a committee that
fixed a minimum price for wheat, not a maximum price. That
was done pursuant to the provisions of seetion 14 of the food
control act, which T have before me, and which I ask may be
ineorporated in the Recorp at this point, without reading.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Sgc. 14. That whenever the President shall find that an emergency
exists requiring stimulation of the produetion of wheat and that it is
essential that the producers of wheat, produced within the United
States, shall have the benefits of the guaranty provided for in this
section, he is authorized, from time to time, seasonably and as far
in advance of seeding time as practicable, to determine and fix and to
glve public notice of what, under specified conditions, is a reason-
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able guaranteed price for wheat, in order to assure such producers
a reasomable profit, The FPresident shall thereupon fix such guaranteed
price for each of the official grain standards for wheat as established
under the United States grain standards act, approved August 11, 1916.
The President shall from time to time establish and promulgate such
regulations as he shall deem wise in connection with such guaranteed
priees, and In particular governing conditions of delivery and payment,
and. differences in price for the several standard grades in the prin-
cipal primary markets of the United States, adopting No, 1 northern
spring or its equivalent at the principal interior prinfary markets as
the bagis, Therenpon the Government of the United States herchby guar-
antees every producer of wheat produced within the United States that,

upon compliance by him with the regulations prescribed, he shall re-

ceive for any wheat produced in reliance upon this guaranty within
the period, not exceeding 18 months, preseribed in the notice, a price not
less than the guaranteed price therefor as fixed pursnant to this section.
In guch regulations the President shall prescribe the terms and condi-

tions upon which any sueh producer shall be entitled to the benefits -

of such guaranity. The guaranteed prices for the several standard
grades of wheat for the crop of 1918 shall be based upon No. 1 northern
gpring or its equivalent at not less than $2 per bushel at the principal
interior primary markets. This guaranty shall not be dependent upon
the action of the President under the first part of this section, but is
herehy made absolute and shall be binding until May 1, 1919. When the
President finds that the importation into the United States of any

wheat produced outside of the United States materially enhances or is |

likely materially to enbance the liabilities of the United States under
guaranties of prices therefor made pursuant to this section, and ascer-
tains what rate of duty, added to the then existing rate of duty om
wheat and to the value of wheat at the time of importation, would be
sufficlent to bring the price thereof at which imported up to the price
fixed therefor pursuant to the foregoing provisions of this section, he
shall preclaim such facts, and thereafter there shall be levied, collected,
and paid upon wheat when imported, in addition to the then existing

rate of duty, the rate of duty so ascertained; but in no case shall any

such rate of duty be fixed at an amount whzch will effect a reduction
of the rate of duty upon wheat under any then existing tariff law of the
United States. For the purpose of nmking any guaranteed price
effective under this section, or whenever he deems it essential in order
to protect the Government of the United States against materfal en-
hancement of its liabilities arising out of any guaranty under this sec-
tion, the President is authorized also, in his discretion, to purchase any
wheat for which a gnaranteed price shall be fixed under this section,

and to hold, transport, or store it, or to sell, dispose of, and deliver

the same to any citizen of the United States or to any Government
engaged In war with any country with which the Government of the
United States is or may be at war, or to use the same as supplies for
any department or agency of the Government of the United States.
Any moneys received by the United States from or in comnection with
the sale or disposal of wheat under this section may, in the dlscretion
of the President, be used as a revolving fund for further earrying out
the purpoges of this section. Any balance of such moneys not used
as part of such revolving fund shall be covered iuto the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipfs.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That act provided that the com-
mittee should fix a minimum price for wheat—that is, they
should fix a fair price for wheat—which price was to be guar-
anteed to the farmer. If the price fell below that, it was to be
paid out of the Treasury of the United States, and if it went
higher than that there was no liability upon the part of the
Government ; but the law having auntherized the fixing of a mini-
mum price, by manipulation, the minimum price actually became
the maximum price, It had to be fixed according to law at, at
least, $§2. It was at first fixed at $2.20 and later it was fixed at
$2.26; but by operation of the Food Administration and the
Grain Corporation that minimum price, so fixed by the com-
mittee appointed by President Wilson, became the maximum
price; and it became the maximum price by virtue of this
provision of the law:

For the purpose of making any guaranteed priece effective under this
section, or whenever he deems it essential in order to protect the Gov-
ernment of the United Btates against material enhancement of its
liabilities arising out of any guaranty under this section, the President
is authorized also, in his diseretion, to purchase any wheat for which a
guaranteed price shall be fixed under this section, and to hold, trans-
port, or store it, or to sell, dispose of, and deliver the same to any
citizen of the United States or to any Government engaged in war
with any country with which the Government of the United States is
or may be at war or to use the same as supplies for any department
or agency of the Government of the United States,

And by virtue of the first sentence of section 5, as follows:

That, from time to time, whenever the President shall find it essential
to license the importation, manufacture, storage, mining, or distribu-
tion of any necessaries, in order to earry inta effect any of the pur-
poses of this act, and shall publicly so announce, ne persom shall, after




1929

a date fixed in the announcement, engage In or carry on any such business
specified in the announcement of importation, manufacture, storage,
mining, or distribution of any mecessaries as set forth in such announce-
ment, unless he shall secure and hold a license issued pursuant to this
section,

No one was able to get a license pursuant to the conditions
of that section from the Food Control Administration unless he
agreed to fix the minimum price established by the committee as
the maximum price to be paid. Accordingly, Mr. President, the
effect was to keep the price of wheat down during the war. 1
find in the report of the National Agricultural Conference ap-
pointed by President Harding, and which submitted a report
March 3, 1922, the following:

During the war we had a United States Grain Corporation formed
primarily for the purpose of holding down the price of wheat, In
the words of Mr, Hoover: “If there had not been a minimum price
placed on wheat of $2.20 for No. 1 northern or its equivalent at
Chicago, wheat would probably have reached $6 a bushel

In the report on the first McNary-Haugen bill Mr. HAUGENR,
its joint author, said:

It was a deliberate purpose of the Federal authorities to keep the
price of wheat down, The efforts made were admittedly effective. It
was then urged that the action taken was unjust and uneconomie, and
that action should not be taken to limit the farmer’s income without
placing some limit on the prices of the things he bought. In answering
these objections the Food Administrator stated that he was aware of
all of the possible evils and dangers, but that it was a fundamental fact
that the farmer bad received 40 per cent more for his wheat than in the
previous year. In money the farmer had received a higher price, but in
purchasing power he had undoubtedly suffered an actual reduction.

Had wheat been permitted to rise in price at an equal rate with all
commodities during the three years of control, the price would have
undoubtedly fluctuated between $3 and $5 per bushel instead of being
held between $2.20 and $2.26. The index of all commodities rose from
100 in 1914 to 210 in 1919. Many persons who have given attention to
the matter believe that the operation of governmental fixed prices alone
deprived wheat growers during the period of fixed prices of no less than
a dollar a bushel, or an aggregated sum in excess of $2,000,000,000.
That the grower certainly did lose can not be gainsaid, for under the
wheat guaranty aet of March 4, 1919, the open-market price of wheat
never once fell below the guaranteed price, even after control was re-
moved. During this period, by contrast, millers, grain dealers, and all
others handling wheat and flour in carload lots or more were guaranteed
jndemnification against loss,

President Hoover may be entitled to the credit of having kept
the price of wheat down during the war to $2.20 or $2.26 a
bushel ; I should not like to rob him of any credit that may be
due on account of that. I merely rose to say that he must take
whatever responsibility there may be for having kept the price
at that point as a maximum.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr, President—

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I yield to the Senator from Iowa,
but I hope he will bear in mind that I only have 10 minutes.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator from Montana will not for-
get that in 1916, before the Grain Corporation began to act, the
farmers received $1.51 a bushel on an average for their wheat,
the figures being according to those furnished by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, On the other hand, however, the specu-
lator got as high as $3.25 a bushel. That is what Mr. Hoover
was driving at when he referred to $6 wheat. That was the

speculator’s price and not the farmer's price; and all the time.
Mr. Hoover said that the farmers ought to have a better price

and the speculators’ price ought to be reduced.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, the pending. amend-
ment needs no explanation, It has been read from the desk.
It merely provides that the Federal farm board shall prescribe
the qualifications which cooperative associations must have in
order to entitle them to apply for the creation of a stabilization
corporation and that any cooperative association which shall
comply with such requirements shall be at liberty to join in
the application.

The government of the stabilization corporation will be car-
ried on by officers elected by members of the corporation, so that
its management will be in the hands of those cooperative asso-
ciations which apply for the certification. Of cgurse all cooper-
ative associations having the requirenrents ought to be permit-
ted to join in it so that they may have a voice in the manage-
ment of the stabilization corperation. Likewise, after the

stabilization corporation shall have been created, a cooperative
association may be organized in some other section of the coun-
try, and that cooperative association ought, meeting all the
requirements, to have an opportunity to enter the stabilization
corporation so that it may also have a voiee,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

1187

When the matter was discussed upon the floor some time ago
the distinguished chairraan of the committee suggested that in
all probability the board would make such a rule as that, but it
occurs to me that it would be eminently advisable that the board
be required to admit all cooperative associations having the
necessary requirements. :

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, in the colloguy had with the
able Senator fromr Montana a couple of weeks ago I expressed
to him my opinion at that time that the board would probably
do the very thing contemplated by his amendment. Given the
general power, the board certainly would have the right to do so,
and, in the exercise of good judgment and business prudence, it
unquestionably would do so. This is merely a legislative decla-
ration more specific than that already in the bill, and I have no
objection to it or to the other amendment nlong the same line
and going to the same point as the one now offered.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President, I beg leave to
modify the amendment by substituting “7" for “9"” and sub-
stituting the word “ commodity ” for the word “time,” so that,
instead of the amendment being inserted on page 8, line 9, after
the word “time,” it may be inserted on page 8, line 7, after the
word “commodity.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be modified as
requested by the Senator from Montana. The question now is
on the amendment of the Senator from Montana, as modified.

CONDITIONS IN TEXTILE INDUSTRY IN THE SOUTH

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I do not propose to address
myself particularly to the question now before the Senate. I
wish to send to the clerk’s desk and have read an editorial
from the Manufacturers Record with reference to the strike
situation in North Carolina,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read, as requested.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

[From the Manufacturers Record, of Baltimore, Md., of May 9, 1929]
WHAT UNDERHAND INFLUENCES ARE AT WORK IN THE COTTON-MILL
STRIKE SITUATION?

Nearly 40 years ago there was published in one of the foremost and
most conservative magazines of the country a wicious eriticism of
southern cotton-mill conditions. The article was so unfalr that It was
vigorously criticized by this paper.
of high standing in the employ of the United States Government at

The writer of it, a southern woman |

Washington, was. greatly chagrined that her article had been criticized. |

SBhe came to this office to protest, She was told that there were two
gides to the mill situation; that she had picked out for her illustra-
tions the worst-looking houses that she could find and the most sickly

and emaciated employees whese pictures she counld secure; whereas she .
might have told something. of the other side of the story and shown |

some of the healthier class of operatives and: the better conditions

under which they were living as compared with their homes in the :

mountains from which they had come,

In reply she said that she ;

had written the good side of mill life as well as the bad side, but that
the editor of the magazine had refused -to publish the article until she

cut out everything except the bad side. She was then asked how it
was possible for her to object to the cﬂtlcism th.at had been made,
and to this she could make no answer,

That is one illustration of the definite effort of some: magazines and :

papers to misrepresent the mill conditions in the South, past and
present.

Another- Hllustration: may: be- tound in: the fact that some years ago,-

as freely published at that time, the then Governor of Massachusetts |

in his annual report stated that he bad sent in disguise, posing as

philanthropic workers, two investigators employed by the State of Mas- .

sachusetis. to find out everything they could in regard to southern

mills. His aim was to help on the propaganda against southern millg

in order to retain the mill business in New  England.

It is altogether possible that many other labor agitators who have .

gone into the South have been sent there by outside interests exactly
as the Governor of Massachusetts sent his two pald emissaries. dis-
guised as philanthropic agents through southern cotton mills, ever
ready in these days of socialistic, populistic, communistic agitation to
misrepresent mill conditions in the South, aided an abetted often by
the teachings of rank socialistic professors in colleges and universities,
Southern industry has been misrepresented and maligned through the
newspapers and the magazines to an extent to which no other section
of this country was ever subjected.
* * ¥ * * * *

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, it has been suggested that
certain persons who are interested in inducing the cotton mills
of New England to come to the South have advertised as an
inducement to these mills that the wages paid in the southern
mills are very much less than those paid in the New England

LR ekt
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mills. I have no doubt that many promoters have resorted to
such scheme in attempting to induce the transfer of factories.

A few days ago a labor leader—I will not say agitator—hail-
ing from the North appeared here with a dozen or more cotton-
mill operatives from North Carolina, from a mill which has
now become so famous by reason of a recent strike, the Loray
Mill. I did not see them. I am told that they were dressed
very poorly, and that there were in the group one or two rather
emaciated young girls, while all were badly clad. I have no
doubt, Mr. President, that these operatives had better clothing
at home, both the girls and the men; and I surmise that they
were very carefully dressed in their poorest garments for the
purpose of their appearance here. As to the rather emaciated
physieal appearance of a few of the operatives who ecame to
Washington I do not doubt that they were very carefully selected
for that very reason for the purpose of their visit to the Capital.
It is, of course, true that among several hundred people—even
those who enjoy all the comforts of life—it is possible to find
a number who are thin and emaciated. Certainly it is true of
the mill operatives as a rule in North Carolina that they are
well fed, well clothed, and well housed. Many of them drive
and own automobiles. There may be some difference in the
actual amount of money paid the mill operative in New Eng-
land and in the South; but in New England they do not have

certain advantages that are worth money that are enjoyed in

" the South.

Necessarily, rents are higher in New England than in the
South. Nearly all the southern mills have built and own their
own houses, which they rent to their employees at very low
rentals. They furnish them light and water free and fuel at
cost. They furnish them gardens in the baek yards and mod-
ern conveniences in the homes. In addition, many of the mills,
in cooperation with the cities and counties, furnish free to their
employees splendid schools for the education of their children
and churches in which to worship. Those are advantages which,
added to the labor prices paid in the South, would probably more
than offset the small nominal difference between the cash pay-
ment in the North.and in the South. ?

The South has suffered very much Mr. President, by this
misleading propaganda as to labor conditions in our cotton mills,
I do not stand here for the purpose of defending the mill peo-
ple or for the purpose of criticizing the mill laborers. The re-
lations between the owners and the operatives in my State are
very fine, Most of the operatives are natives, recruited from
rural districts and the mountains. They are reasonably satis-
fied and contented as a rule. The particular mill in question
is not owned by southern people. It is owned by New England
people, and my information is that the rate of wage paid there
is less than that in other eotton mills in that immediate sec-
tion and generally throughout North Carolina.

This propaganda ought to be answered, Mr, President. It is
proposed to answer it by an investigation. I said a few days
ago, when that resolution was offéred, that I thought its seope
ought to be broadened, and it ought to apply to the cotton mills
of all sections of the country alike, especially if as its sponsor
stated, its purpose was to elicit information of value in making
a tariff law.

My fundamental objection to the Wheeler resolution was that
it singled out the southern mills for investigation while every-
one knows that cotton-mill strikes are much more frequent
in New England and other sections than in the Southern States.
That is still my fundamental objection to it. I am advised,
however, by the author of the resolution that he will change
it in that respect, and make it apply to all sections of the
country alike.

T also referred then to the fact that the matter was one that
the State ought to be allowed to handle, and questioned the
Federal jurisdiction in the premises. The resolution of the
Senator from Montana confains a provision for information
with a view to assisting in the fixing of duties upon cotton
goods.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator’s 10 minutes on the
amendment have expired. He has 10 minutes on the bill.

Mr. SIMMONS. After reflection, I am inclined to think that
possibly that lays the foundation for Federal investigation if
it is thought desirable.

But, Mr. President, it is equally clear that if we are to
obtain, by this investigation, information with reference to
the cost of production of cotton goods in this country, espe-
clally in view of the fact that it is claimed that there is a
difference in the cost of production in one section and another,
it is fundamentally necessary that the information should
embrace the industries in all sections, in order that we may
have relinble information npon that point. Many of the news-
papers of the South, and especially of North Carolina, some
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of them especially speaking for other North Carolina mills,
have taken the position that in view of the fact that the South
has been slandered, and a propaganda which misrepresents the
situation in southern mills has been persistently carried on
and disseminated, in some instances by a hostile and prejudi-
clal press, the cotton industry ghould and does welcome an
investigation and a comparison. That sentiment, I am ad-
vised, obtains pretty generally in my State,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
North Carolina yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. SIMMONS. In just a moment. I wish at this point
to send fo the clerk’s desk an editorial which appeared in the
Charlotte Observer of yesterday, published in the city of
Charlotte, N. C,, right in the heart of the textile-manufacturing
district, and generally regarded as the organ and spokesman
of [filmt great industry in North Carolina. I ask that it be
read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without ob on
editorial will be read. i A

The legislative clerk read as follows:

BOTH FLOWER GARDEN AND BACK YARD

Senator WHEELER, proponent of a southern cotton-mill investigation,
has been in eonference with Senator Simmons, agreeable to the propo-
sition—Iif New England is Included—with result that the Montana
statesman has brosdened his vision and is mow a convert to the
blanket system. The Observer has advocated a Federal investigation
into cotton mills for the specific purpose of having the situations
placed before Congress, and through Congress to the Nation, in thetr
true light, confident that the South has all to gain and nothing to
lose, and for the further reason that, the facts having been established,
the South might hope for a season of relief from the continual pes-
terments of the one-eyed agitators, become even more active in recent
months, An “official " investigation into the vegetable and flower
gardens of soutbern mill operatives, along with inspeetion of the
back yards of the New England operatives, would be ealculated to
abate mueh of the misrepresentation and annoyance to which the
southern cotton industry has been subjected. Let both New England

and the South be “investigated,” and hurry it along, is the contention
of the Observer.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from North
Carolina now yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. I desire to ask the Senator if State troops
have been ordered out in his State to these various mills, and
are they patrolling the mills?

‘Mr. SIMMONS. No. State froops were ordered out at the
request of the local authorities in the early stages of the strike,
when the demonstrations were assuming somewhat of a threaten-
ing aspect. They have long sinee been withdrawn. The loeal
authorities are now in charge, and I understand that the usual
number of operatives are at work in the Loray mills to-day.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad to hear that. I notice that they
have been ordered out in my State. I believe there is one mill,
or perhaps two mills in one locality, where there is a strike in
my State, and the governor has ordered out the State troops,
which are patrolling the neighborhood in which the mills are
sitnated.

I think this is all wrong, and I am glad to know that the
Senator is going to withdraw his objections to this investiga-
tion. I am perfectly content that it should take in all mills.
I think it should. T think the Senator is right about that; but
I am glad that the investigation iz going to take place. It
ought to take place. The situation in any community where
differences have arisen which will bring about the calling out
of the State troops, in my judgment, ought to be investigated
along the lines that the Senator suggests, and I hope the resolu-
tion will pass.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, the situation is such that the
country is entitled to know the facts, especially with this con-
tention that the southern mill operatives are underpaid and
underfed and underclothed. Those are not the facts, What we
need in a situation of this kind are facts, not propaganda. I
desire—and I think that is the sentiment of the mill people of
my State and of those interested both in labor and in its em-
ployers—that the facts shall be brought out, and that this
propaganda from which the South has suffered so much shall
be answered, if the facts can answer it and do answer it.

FAEM RELIEF

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 1) to establish a Federal farm board
to aid in the orderly marketing, and in the control and disposi-
tion of the surplus, of agricultural eommodities in interstate
and foreign commerce.
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Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Montana
may not be recognized under the unanimeus-consent agreement.
He has already spoken once.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I rise for the purpose of offering
an amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For that purpose the Sena-
tor is recognized. The question, however, is on agreeing to the
previons amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana, as
modified. Without objeetion, the amendment, as modified, is
agreed to. .

The Senator from Montana offers an amendment, which will
be stated.

The LecistaTive CLerg. It is proposed to insert the following
at the bottom of page 9:

Every cooperative assoclation joining In an application for certifica-
tion of or applylng for admission to bership in a stabilization cor-
poration shall subscribe for shares of stock in the game in number equal
to the number of members of such cooperative association. The par value
of the shares of any stabilization corporztion ghall be prescribed by the
boaril.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana,

Mr. WALSI of Montana obtained the floor.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. That amendment falls in the same category
with the previous amendment, simply specifying and detailing
the powers of the board. Personally, I have no objection to it.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the amendment just
adopted provides that each cooperative association coming into
the stabilization corporation shall bring to the stabilization cor-
poration some capital. It shall subscribe for as many shares
as it has members, and the par value of the shares will be pre-
scribed by the board.

The result of that will be that each cooperative association
joining in the stabilization corporation will have as many votes
as it has members, so that each cooperative association will
have a voice in the management and business of the stabili-
zation corporation in proportion to the number of "members
that it has. -

It is contemplated that these associations will bring some
capital, but nothing is provided concerning the matter except
the provision for the distribution of the profits, on page 11,
where it is provided that—

The corporation— f
That is, the stabilization corporation—

may distribute out of the remainder of such profits for the year, first, a
cash dividend on its outstanding stock not in excess of 8 per cent of the
par value thereof.

But the bill provides that the Government itself, through the
farm board, may subscribe for stock in the stabilization cor-
peration to the amount, in the aggregate, of $25,000,000. But
it provides, on page 8, that “the board shall not vote such
gshares.” [ can not quite understand why the Government of
the United States should be invited to contribute eapital to
the stabilization corporation upon which, if it makes any profits,
the Government will have some profit but have no voice what-
ever in the election of officers of the corporation, in the direetion
of any of the business of the corporation, or in the management
of it in any form whatever.

Accordingly, Mr. President, I offer the amendment which I
send to the desk.

Tl\@l PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated,

The LecisLATive CLERK. On page 11, line 24, to sirike out
the sentence following the word “ payment,” in the following
words: “The board shall not vote such shares.”

Mr, CARAWAY, Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, WALSH of Montana, I yield.

Mr. CARAWAY. What is the object in the Senator's wanting
the board to vofe the shares?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Government puts money
into a stabilization corporation, it ought to have a voice in the
wanagement of that stabilization corporation, just the same as
any other stockholder in the corporation,

Mr. CARAWAY. Is it the Senator’s idea that the Govern-
ment is going into this activity as a business enterprise, or is
it going into it for the purpose of aiding the farmers to organize
a corporation to handle their preducis? Is it not merely to
advance the money for the farmers' organization?
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Mr, WALSH of Montana. My idea is that the Government is
going in to help the farmers get the thing in operation and
without any purpose to make any money out of it.

Mr. CARAWAY. And not as a®™business enterprise at all.
The farmers are going into it as a business enterprise to try to
help themselves, The Government is simply going into it to
advance the money. It never has been my understanding of
the theory of the bill that the Government was to engage in the
business at all. It was merely to advance the money to set up
an instrumentality by which the farmers themselyves eould mar-
ket their products. I think the Senator’s amendment would
reverse the whole theory, if the Senator will permit me to say
s0, on which the bill is built.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I can not understand at all the
poliey of the Government putting money into the stabilization
corporation, getting certificates of shares for it, and having
nothing whatever to say about the management of the cor-
poration. The bill provides that those shares may be retired
by the stabilization corporation any time they see fit to do so;
that is, the money may be paid back to the Government at any
time and the stock canceled, and, of course, when the Govern-
ment no longer has any money in it, it should not have any

voice in the management of the corporation, but so long as the .
Government has money in the corporation in the way of stock,
I can not see any reason at all why it should not have a voice in |

the management.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
Mr, WALSH of Montana. I yield,

Mr. GEORGE. I want to call the Senator’s attention to the

fact that the stabilization corporation must operate under by-
laws, under rules and regulations adopted for the control of its
business, which, in the first instance, must be approved by the
board.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Certainly.

Mr., GEORGE. And it is powerless to change its by-laws .

without the consent of the board. Does not that give quite
enough control?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. With all deference to the Senator,
1 do not think so at all, because everybody realizes that a cor-
poration may have by-laws, and yet there is a tremendous power
given to the officers of the corporation so far as the manage-
ment of the business is concerned.

Mr. GEORGE. That is quite true, but the board has the
additional power at any time to inspect, to examine, these
stabilization corporations. In other words, the stabilization
corporation is merely the creature of the board, and it operates
all the while, as I read the bill, under the direct control of the
board, not through representation. 2303

Mr. WALSH of Montana. With all deference to the Senator,

the board can not confrol the selection of the officers of the .

corporation at all. The officers of the corporation are elected
by the members of the corporation, which consist of the stabili-
zation corporations, and the Government, so far as the Govern-
ment puts any money into it. It can not say that Jones or
Smith shall be the president.

Mr, GEORGE. It does not vote for the officers, it does not
participate in the election of the officers, but the stabilization
corporation itgelf is simply an organization which operates under
the complete control of the farm board, as I read the bill.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do not read the bill that way.
I read the bill simply to the effect that the farm board may
prescribe the by-laws. The by-laws, in the first place, must con-
form to the by-laws of the board, and they can not be changed
without the consent of the board, but that is all the control the
board has over them. It does not participate in the election of
the officers, it has nothing to say about how the business shall
be conducted, and I have been unable to find any provision in
the bill which even gives it liberty to inspect the books of the
stabilization corporation, fo see whether the business is being
carried on in a safe way under the by-laws.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield.

Mr., BROOKHART. I think the tenor of the Senator's argu-
ment is that in a cooperative the capital does not vote at
all., The first proposition, to allow the cooperatives to vote in
proportion to- membership, is all right; that is cooperative, It
seems to me that where the Government is seeking to aid
cooperatives, it should not come in and attempt to vote its
stock.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. I have said all I care to say
about that matter. I can not conceive of the Government being
invited to put in eapital and take stock for the eapital and being
given no voice at all in the selection of the officers.
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Mr. BROOKHART. That is on the principle of one member,
one vote, ;

Mr. WALSH of Montana. A cooperative has as many votes
as it has members, and it hfls as many shares of stock.

Mr. BROOKHART, That is on the theory of one man, one
vote, and that is correct. I approve that part of the Senator’s
proposition. But I do not like to see the stock holding placed
alongside the individual.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I do not think this amendment
~ is of tremendous importance as a matter of legislation, although

it might be important as a matter of psychology. It is true
that the stabilization corporation is to issue stock to the Federal
farm board as evidence of its purchase of stock. That stock is
finally to be absorbed and returned to the cooperative organi-
zations from earnings in the marketing of produce and com-
modities. We have proceeded upon the theory that the stabili-
zation corporation will be farmer owned and farmer controlled.
While it is true that the améndment offered by the Senator
from Montana would, perhaps, in no wise affect the adminis-
tration of the legislation by the stabilization corporations, yet
it would not be completely dominated by the farmers and pro-
ducers if the Government were permitted to obtrude any repre-
sentation on the board. Hence, I do not assume that there is
any likelihood that the Government, by reason of owning cer-
tain shares of stock in a stabilization corporation, merely when
it acts as a marketing agency, would dominate the board, but
it would be putting a Government representative on the board,
which would be contrary to the theory upon which we are pro-
ceeding, namely, that the stabilization corporation shall be
farmer owned and farmer controlled.

I do not think this would add anything to the bill. It cer-
tainly would not as a matter of legislation. It might scar, it
might mar the bill from the standpoint of the psychological
reaction of the public toward the bill.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McNARY. I yield.

Mr. CARAWAY. At the top of page 10 the Senator from
Montana had overlooked this provision:

A stabilization corporation shall keep such accounts, records, and
memoranda, and make such report with respect to its transactions,
business methods, and financial condition, as the board may from time
to time preseribe ; sball permit the board to audit its accounts annually
and at such other times as the board deems advisable.

So the Government would have absolute control of it.

Mr, McNARY, Unquestionably that is true, I am glad the
Senator from Arkansas has called the attention of the Senate
to that provision of the bill, I was simply accepting the
premise adopted by the able Senator from Montana; and for
that reason, while I have no very stout objection to the amend-
ment, I have a mild one, sufficiently stout to prevent me from
accepting the amendment, and I shall have to oppose it if it is
pressed.

Mr. FLETCHER. , Mr. President, let the amendment be
stated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated for the information of the Senate.

The legislative clerk again read the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Warsu].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I offer another
amendment based upon the same idea.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be re-
ported for the information of the Senate.

The LeciscATive CLERK. On page 12, line 8, insert:

The board shall designate a member thereof who shall be ex officio
a member of the board of directors of each stabilization corporation.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, under the bill, for
various purposes the board is authorized to loan sums of very
great amount to these stabilization corporations. It likewise
may subscribe to stock in the stabilization corporations to the
ageregate of $25,000,000, as heretofore indicated.

According to the action of the Senate now taken, the Govern-
ment is to have no veoice in the selection of the officers of the
corporation at all. It will have nothing to do about the man-
agement of the business. It may, indeed, inspect the records,
and it may likewise, in effect, prescribe the by-laws under which
the business is to be operated. But it does have the power and
it is expected that it will loan some very great amount to the
stabilization corporation. It is likewise anticipated that it will

take stock as I have indicated.
If one were organizing a great industrial organization and
went to a banker to get the money with which to carry on that
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business, the indispensable condition would be that the people
who furnished the money shall have a representative on the
board of directors. No corporation will advance money under
any other conditions, at least if I have any aequaintance
whatever with financial operations, unless indeed, of course,
the business is one long established and with such ecredit as
that it can get the money anywhere under any conditions. But
a new enterprise such as this looking to the bankers or other
people who furnish the money for funds with which to carry
on the business must expect that one of the terms will be that
they have representation upon the board of directors,

I think that the board ought to be given the power to desig-
nate at least one member of the board of directors of the
stabilization corporation. In the case of the Federal land banks
the act expressly provides that so long as any of the capital
furnished by the Government of the United States is not re-
turned to it the Federal Loan Board shall have the power to
designate a majority of the land banks. But here the Govern-
ment is to take stock, is to loan large amounts of money, but is
to have no representation upon the board of directors and does
not even have the right to vote for a member of the board of
directors,

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, T have no desire to occupy time
on this matter. Referring to the objections I stated a moment
ago to the amendment offered by the Senator from Montana, I
find that the same apply to this proposal. But let me state to
the able Senator from Montana that the comparison he makes
between his institution and the Federal Farm Loan Board is
not at all apropos. The main purpose of the board will be to
take up the surplus, when found to be in excess of the demand,
for orderly marketing or domestic consumption. That is purely
a ministerial thing to be performed. When the board finds
that there is a surplus the stabilization corporation will go out
and buy the surplus at the market and hold it until such time
as it deems advisable to sell it in order to carry out the purposes
of the bill as described in section 1. Any representation upon
the board would not effectuate this purpose one whit better
than if it had no representation, but it comes down to a funda-
mental proposition.

It is possible, as we look at this from a long-time approach,
that the Federal farm board may acquire a control of funds
sufficient to operate on its own account in the matter of pur-
chasing tike surplus and in the matter of merchandising the
products of the cooperative associations., I think the coopera-
tive associations composing the stabilization corporation should
have that opportunity to acquire business acumen and experi-
ence which would stand them in good stead when the time comes
to take the operation of this machinery out of the hands of the
Government. As the Senator from Arkansas |Mr. CARAwAY]
read a moment ago, there are ample provisions safeguarding
the funds of the Government already in the bill without having
one member on the board of the stabilization corporation.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I think the Senator is quite right
that when the cooperative associations take over the entire
management and the Government has no longer a dollar in the
business it should not have any representation. That simply
Svould require a modification of the amendment go that it should
have that representation only so long as the corporation, the
Federal land board, owned stock in the stabilization corporation
or it is needed for loans.

Mr, McNARY., I thank the Senator. If the Federal farme
loan board had no authority to inspect the books of the stabili-
zation corporation or to modify or preseribe the plan of opera-
tion and the charter and by-laws, I perhaps would agree with
the Senator: but not one thing ean be done by the stabilization
corporation unless it meets absolutely with the sanction of the
Federal farm board. That is enough authority without placing
one of its members ex officio on the board of the stabilization
corporation.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I do not see the necessity for
the last amendment offered by the Senator from Montana. I
am a little afraid of it

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which
I send to the desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
reported for the information of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLErx. On page 6, line 3, after the word
“act,” strike out the period and insert:

Including investigations of the feasibility of establishing new agri-
cultural industries, giving especial preference to new plants or eraps
competing with imports of agricultural products which will tend to
ameliorate overproduction of staple crops in the continéntal United
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States by diverting to new or noncompetitive crops land now devoted,
or likely to be devoted, to the production of crops suffering from over-
production.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, there are now under irrigation
in the southwestern part of the United States more than a mil-
lion acres of land. By the Southwest I mean Texas, New Mex-
ico, Arizona, Nevada, and California. A considerable part of
that acreage is now growing crops that compete with crops
grown under rainfall conditions such, as wheat, corn, and short-
staple cotton. ;

In the comparutively near future, as we reckon time in the
history of our country, there will be large additional areas of
land brought under cultivation through the construction of
great reclamation work. Congress has authorized the construc-
tion of a dam at Boulder Canyon to impound 9,500,000 acre-feet
of water. One million acre-feet of that water may be used for
domestiec purposes, leaving 8,500,000 acre-feet of water which
with water duty of 4 acre-feet will irrigate 2,100,000 acres of
land. There are some 600,000 acres of land now under irriga-
tion in Arizona, California, and Mexico, but with the comple-
tion of that dam at least 1,500,000 acres of new land must be
brought under cultivation, of which at least one-half should be
located in my own State,

In Arizona by authority of Congress we have about completed
the San Carlos irrigation project bringing in another 100,000
acres. In the vicinity of the Salt River project by private en-
terprise at least 150,000 additional acres of land will soon be
brought under irrigation. In New Mexico, with the assistance
of Congress, the Rio Grande Conservancy District will bring
under cultivation about 125,000 acres of land. In Texas, on
the lower Rio Grande, there is now 350,000 acres of land under
cultivation. Pursuant to a treaty, which Congress has author-
ized to be negotiated with Mexico and which it is hoped will be
made in the near future, that area will be increased to a million
acres. Altogether, within the not remote future, it is possible
that 2,500,000 acres of new lands will be brought dUnder irriga-
tion. £

The question is, Shall that land be planted in corn, wheat,
short-staple cotton, and similar crops, to compete with existing
American agriculture, or should the Federal farm board and
the Department, of Agriculture take time by the forelock and
begin a study of the crops that might be best planted there
which will not compete with the farm lands of the United
States now under cultivation?

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari-
zona yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. GLASS. Is there not another question involved? Why
should the Congress perpetually appropriate millions and hun-
dreds of millions of dollars for reclamation and irrigation pur-
poses and now appropriate $500,000,000 to buy the surplus that
we already have? If what the Senator said is true and near
realization, instead of appropriating $500,000,000 for the pur-
poses herein stated we ought to appropriate $2.500,000,000.

Mr. HAYDEN. That may be; but the point I want to make
is that the lands I have mentioned can grow crops that do not
compete with the rest of the United States. Out in Arizona
we are growing long-staple Egyptian cotton that does not com-
peteé with any other cotton grown in America. We are most
suecessfully growing varieties of dates originally imported from
Algeria and Mesopotamia. There will be produced in the
United States this year about 1,500,000 pounds of dates. We
are importing over 50,000,000 pounds. I refer to these crops as
illustrations of what has been done and what can be done if
proper attention is given to the subject by the timely introdue-
tion of new and noncompetitive crops.

I proposed an amendment to the bill originally which first
set up the principle that it is desirable to conduct research of
this character and then authorized an appropriation available
to the Department of Agriculture to do it. I visited the Secre-
tary of Agriculture and talked over the matter with him, found
him sympathetic with the idea, but of the opinion that it would
hardly be appropriate to ask in this bill for an appropriation
for the benefit of the Department of Agriculture. He did be-
lieve, however, that it would be proper for the Federal farm
board, to be created under the pending bill, to look into the
problem and advise his department. I send to the clerk’s desk
a letter which I have from Secretary Hyde in which he com-
mented favorably upon my former proposal.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Without objection, the clerk
will read, as requested,

The Chief Clerk read as follows:
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D, C., May 8, 1929.
Hon. CARL ITAYDEN,
United States Renate,

DeAR SExATOR: Very careful consideration has been given to the
amendment referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry on
April 23 intended to apply to 8. 1, “A bill to establish a Federal farm
board to aid in the orderly marketing, and in the control and disposi-
tion of the surplus, of agricultural commodities in interstate and for-
elgn commerce,” which you very briefly discussed with me in my office a
few days ago.

The department 1s in sympathy with the general purpose of investigat-
ing the feasibility of establishing new agricultural Industries, glving
especial preference to mew plants or crops competing with imports of
agricultural produects which will tend to ameliorate overproduction of
staple crops in the continental United States by diverting to new or
noncompetitive crops land now devoted, or likely to be devoted, to the
production of crops suffering from overproduction.

The question remains, of course, for the consideration of Congress
as to whether this is a measure of the type which should be considered
at the present emergency session.

Sincerely yours, :
ARTHUR M. HyDE, Secretary.

Mr. HAYDEN. Anyone who will take the trouble to com-
pare the amendment that I have now offered with the second
paragraph of the letter just read will find that I have taken
the words of the letter and offered them as an amendment to
the bill, on page 6, wherein it is provided that the board shall,
through the Secretary of Agriculture, indicate to the appro-
priate bureau or division of the Department of Agriculture any
special problem on which research is needed to aid in carrying
out the purposes of the bill. I take it that under that particu-
lar langunage everything contained in my amendment might
possibly be done, but I think I have demonstrated to the Senate
that this is a problem of such great importance, involving
such large areas of new lands which are certain to be brought
under cultivation, that it is entirely proper to direct especial
attention to the problem and ask the Federal farm board to
pass upon it and make recommendations to the Secretary of
Agriculture and to the Congress,

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am very glad to hear the
Senator say that there is already authority in the bill to do the
thing he wants done. I suppose the reiteration would be for
the purpose of emphasis only. I do not know whether that is a
proper kind of legislation. I can not conceive that it is.

Let me say to the Senator from Arizona that in the appro-
priation bill passed annually by the Congress there is a para-
graph authorizing the extension service of the Bureau of Ag-
ricultural Economics to do this work in connection with the 48
land-grant eolleges. Some such work is being done, and I think
the State of Arizona, so ably represented by the Senator. has
received some benefit through such Federal operations.

So long as the authority is given to the board, does the Sen-
ator believe that it would be good legislation to repeat it or
duplicate a work now being done by the Department of Agri-
culture?

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I have offered the amendment
in all sincerity. American agriculture must face this problem
and meet it squarely in the very near future in connection with
the bringing under cultivation of large areas of new land. The
problem is to find such erops to plant upon those lands as will
not compete with the present agricultural production of the rest
of the United States. I think that no harm can come from em-
phasizing that situation. For that reason I have offered the
amendment, and I hope it may prevail. No harm, I repeat,
can come from it. And much good will certainly be accom-
plished.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question i3 on agreeing
to the amendment propozed by the Senator from Arizona,

The amendment was rejected,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is still before the
Senate as in Committee of the Whole and is open to amendment.

Mr. WATERMAN. I offer the amendment which I send to
the desk and ask that it may be read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Colorado
proposes an amendment, which will be read for the information
of the Senate.

The CHier Cregx. On page 22, line 1, beginning with the
word “ examination,” it is proposed to strike out the remainder
of line 1 and lines 2 to 15, inclusive, and to renumber the sec-
tions 13 and 14 sections 12 and 13, respectively,

Mr. KING. Let the section proposed to be stricken out by
the amendment of the Senator from Colorado be read.
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The Chief Clerk read as follows:
EXAMINATION OF BOOKS AND ACCOUNTS OF BOARD

Srpc. 12. Any action of the Treasury Department in issuing or receiv-
ing export debentures, and vouchers approved by the chairman of the
board for expenditures from the revolving fund or insurance moneys,
ghall be final and conclusive upon all officers of the Government; except
that all such transactions shall, subject to the above Hmitations, be
examined by the General Accounting Office at such times and in such
manner as the Comptroller General of the United States may by regu-
lation preseribe. Such examination shall be for the sole purpose of
making a report to the Congress and to the Secretary of the Treasury
and the board of all such transactions In violation of law, together with
such recommendations thereon as the Comptroller General deems
advisable.

Mr. WATERMAN, Mr. President, my amendment proposes
to strike out section 12 appearing on page 22 of the pending bill.
In my opinion, that provision of the bill is an exotic which has
been imported into this proposed legislation without cause and
utterly without justification. It proposes to raze the require-
ment found in ordinary legislation and in the statutes now
existing as to accounting, so that the board will not be account-
able to anybody for the expenditures it may make, and will not
otherwise be in any way accountable anywhere on earth to

anybody.

{ sugmit, Mr. President, that our experience in connection
with the operations of some of the independent establishments
of the Government, such as the Alien Property Custodian’s office
and some others, ought to be sufficient to make the Senate hesi-
tate to adopt such a provision as that which I seek to sirike out.
Under it the farm board may exercise its discretion in any way
whatsoever it may please without being accountable to any pub-
lic officer. The members of the board when appointed ought not
to have a roving commission to spend the money taken out of
the Public Treasury without accounting. They ought to be
compelled under the ordinary provisions of existing law to be
accountable to somebody at some time; and it should not be as
provided here merely that the General Accounting Office shall
some time examine their accounts as the Comptroller General
may prescribe and report to Congress and to the Treasury and
to the board.

I submit that under existing circumstances, and in view of the
experience which we have had, the disbursements of the farm
board ought to be held strictly in line with existing statuntory
enactments, and that its accounts should be examined by the
regular accounting officer of the Government, so that we may
know how the money is expended and be certain that we shall
be getting a dollar’s worth for every dollar expended.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, the Senator from Colorado
evidently mistakes the meaning of section 12 of the bill, or I do.
It seems to me that it is a perfectly clear proposal, It reads as
follows:

Bec. 12. Any action of the Treasury Department in Issuing or receiv-
ing export debentures, and ¥Vouchers-approved by the chairman of the
board for expenditures from the revolving fund or Insurance moneys,
ghall be final and conclusive upon all officers of the Government;
except—

And here is the meat in the coconut—

except that all such transactions shall, subject to the above limitations,
be examined by the General Accounting Office at such times and In such
manner as the Comptroller General of the United States may by regu-
lation prescribe. Sunch examination shall be for the sole purpose of
making a report to the Congress and to the Secretary of the Treasury
and the board of all such transactions in violation of law, together with
guch recommendations thereon as the Comptroller General deems
advisable,

It seems to me that that is a very clear proposal, which will
require the Comptroller General of the United States to pass

upon these transactions.
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Mr. President, will the Sena-
I wish to say

tor from Tennessee yield to me?

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall do so in a second.
that, so far as the present law is concerned, the Treasury
Department is the only department which is not now examined
by the Comptroller General., There ought not to be any such
exception, and I think the committee has been very wise in
including section 12 in the bill. I now yield to the Senator from
Arkansas,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the power of
the Comptroller General to make the investigation authorized
by section 12 is limited to investigation and report to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury and to the Congress of the United States,
Manifestly, the object of the provision is this: If, after the
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Secretary of the Treasury has under the provisions of the act
issued debentures and those debentures may have been nego-
tiated, an accounting officer should be permitted to hold that the
law was violated in some technical feature, that something was
omitted to be done that should have been done, or some act per-
formed that should not have been performed, it would haye the
effect of discrediting the debentures and destroying their market
value, and thus defeat the very purpose of the Congress in
authorizing the issuance of the debentures,

The power of the Comptroller General i limited by the sec-
tion to bringing to the attention of Congress and the Secretary
of the Treasury and perhaps the board the features in which
the law has not been conformed to. That will enable the
authorities to correct, as to future transactions, any mistakes
that may have been made, but it will save transactions which
have already occurred from the effect which I have described.

I call to the attention of the Senator from Colorado these
considerations in the belief that it is quite important, if deben-
tures are to be issued, to put nothing into the law which may
have the effect of impairing their value or their negotiability
after they may have been issued.

It seems to me that the committee has done pretty well,
although experience may show the necessity of additional safe-
guards to those already provided in section 12,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I think that the Senator
from Arkansas is entirely right about it. Of course, this pro-
vision ought to be in the bill; it can not possibly hurt anyone;
it is a safeguard that ought to be provided, and these transac-
tions should not be had unless the accounting officer goes over
them carefully and reports to the Congress and to the Secretary
of the Treasury and to the board. It is a very wise precaution,
and the section should be left in the bill, in my judgment.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ten-
neesee yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. KING. I ask for information, is there any provision
in this section or any other gection of the bill which provides
for such an examination by some authority in either the
Treasury or some other department for the purpose of testing
the accuracy and the correctness of the amount, for instance,
of the debentures issued or as to whether or not the debentures
ought to have been issued? Suppose, for instance, that those
having the administration of the act in charge should hold
that a debenture should be issued when in fact it ought not
to be issued or upon a commeodity as to which it ought not
to have been issued or should make a mistake in the computa-
tion or anything of that nature, is there any authority by
which an examination may be had to test those questions,
not for the purpose, as suggested by my friend from Arkansas
of discrediting the particular debenture that may be evidence
of the error, but for the purpose of guarding against the future?

Mr. McKELLAR. None other except what is contained in
section 12, and I think that section is ample and very proper.
I hope that the amendment be defeated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Colorado.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr, COUZENS. Mr, President, I send an amendment to the
desk and ask to have the clerk read it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed
by the Senator from Michigan will be read for the information
of the Senate.

The Corer Crerx. On page 4, it is proposed to strike ount all
of lines 24 and 25, and on page 5, all of line 1, and line 2 down
to and including the comma after the word * employees,” and
to substitute therefor the following:

(e) May (1) appoint and fix the salary of a secretary and, in ac-
cordance with the classification act of 1923 and subject to the pro-
visions of the clvil service laws, appoint and fix the salaries of such
experts and other officers and employees as are necessary to execute
such functions,

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, the amendment merely
changes the bill as it now reads so as to include within the
civil service the experts who are excluded under the present
wording of the bill. I spoke to the chairman of the committee
about it, and he said he had no objection to the amendment,

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Michi-
gan yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. COUZENS. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. I think it was two weeks ago when I received
a lefter from the Civil Service Commission suggesting this modi-
fication. I shall be glad to have the amendment adopted,
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Wlthout objection, the
amendment is agreed to. ;

- Mr. CARAWAY. Just a second.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New York
is recognized.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, before the amendment shall
be disposed of I want to be recognized.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Without objection, the
amendment was agreed fo.

. Mr. CARAWAY. I was on my feet to speak to the amend-
ment,

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Arkansas was objecting

to it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Very well, objection being
made, the question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed
by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couvzens], and the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY] is recognized.

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr, President, I desire to ask the Senator
from Michigan again where his amendment comes in?

Mr. COUZENS. I have not the bill here, but the clerk has
the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be re-
stated.

The CHIEF CERK. On page 4 of the bill it is proposed to strike
out lines 24 and 25, and on page 5 all of line 1, and line 2 down
to and including the comma after the word * employees,” and to
substitute therefor the following:

(e) May (1) appoint and fix the salary of a secretary, and, in
accordance with the classification act of 1923 and subject to the
provisions of the civil service——

Mr, CARAWAY. That is all I wanted to know, Mr. Presi-
dent. I desire to ask the chairman of the committee a question.

Mr. COUZENS. I simply want to point out to the Senator
that the only difference is that the word “ experts,” as it now
reads, comes before the provision in regard to the classification
act, My amendment puts “experts” after that provision and
includes them in the civil-service classification.

Mr. CARAWAY. That is exactly the matter to which I
wanted to call attention. We people who are more familiar
with cotton know that if you are going to get an expert to
deal with that, it is very likely that he could not comply with
the requirements of the Civil Service Commission. He would
have to be under 85 years of age. Most men who have become
experts in the handling and selling of cotton are much beyond
that age. There is not a cotton cooperative association in
America now that would not be stripped of practically every one
of its experts if the provisions of this amendment were to go
into the bill.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] says that the Sena-
tor intends to exclude experts from the provisions of the
civil service classification act.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no—to put them under it.

Mr. COUZENS. The amendment puts them under it.

Mr, CARAWAY. That is what I understood; but the Sena-
tor from Virginia says I am wrong. I know that it would be
tremendously unfortunate for the cotton industry if that amend-
ment should prevail,

Recently there was a man here from Arkansas by the name of
Bennett, who possibly knows more about handling long-staple
cotton than any other man in America, who wanted to work for
the Government; but he was beyond the age limit. Otherwise
he had every qunllﬁcatton

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. CARAWAY. I db.

i Lgr. NORRIS. I desire to ask the Senator about the age
mit,

Mr. CARAWAY. It is 35 years.

Mr, NORRIS. Is the Senator sure about that?

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, yes.

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator mean to say that under the
civil service act no one over 35 years of age is entitled to
employment?

Mr. CARAWAY. I think the examination age is 35 and
under.

Mr. McNARY. Fifty-five, is it not?

SeveraL SexaTors, Forty-five,

Mr. CARAWAY, Very well; say it is 45. I am sure it is 35.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkansas
has the floor, To whom does he yield?

Mr. CARAWAY. I think the people here on the floor who
quibble about the age would certainly be very wise to look over
the amendment and let us ascertain the facts, because, while
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I am not so familiar with other lines of industry which would
be affected by this bill, I am satisfied that we would rob the
cotton grower of the opportunity of getting the best talent
available if that provision should go info the bill; and I hope
it does not do it.- I hope the Chair will withdraw his suog-
gestion that the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator trom
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. CARAWAY. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. MoNARY. I only speak my own views, of course, when

any of these matters come up. The proposed legislation, I
think, is in the right direetion, and is comprehended in all the

legislation that has been enacted by Congress for a good many
years,

The Senator has set forth a proposition here that I have never
heretofore heard. As I get the Senator’s view, there are very
competent experts in the cotton line who are under 45 years
of age.

Mr. CARAWAY. I think the age is 35, but I should say that
the great majority of men who have had long experience in
marketing cotton would be above that age. It is a business
that men grow up slowly in and develop by long experience. I
know, for instance, that the great expert that the cotton opera-
tives have, who used to be in Georgia, is a much older man
than that. In my own State I think that the men who are
directing the enterprise, if that provision goes in, would be ex-
cluded. At least I hope that the Senator from Michigan will
not press his amendment this afternoon, and will let us inquire
into the matter.

Mr. COUZENS. I have no objection to the amendment going
over if the Senator wants to look into it further; but I am
going to press it later on, and I now go on record as not want-
ing the bill to go through without this amendment being
voted on,

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, well, of course, the Senator did not
want it to go through anyway.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For the time being the Sena-
tor from Michigan withdraws his amendment.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I offer an amendment,
which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated.

The Crmigr CieErk. On page 14, line 21, it is proposed to
strike out “such loans " and insert the following:

No such loan for the construction, purchase, or lease of such facilities
shall be made unless the cooperative association or stabilization cor-
poration demonstrates to the satisfaction of the board that there are
not available snitable existing facilitles that will furnish their services
to the association or corporation at reasonable rates and no such loan
for the construction of such facilities shall be made unless the eoopera-
tive assoclatlon or stabilization corporation demonstrates to the satis-
faction of the board that suitable facilities are not available for use
or for purchase or lease by the association or corporation at a reason-
able price or rent. Loans.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, if I may have the attention
of the Senator from Oregon [Mr, McNary], this is the amend-
ment which was prepared by the able Senator from Oregon, but
which he permitted me fo introduce, making it obligatory upon
the board first to ascertain whether there are any existing
facilities which may be utilized by the board before the board
proceeds to provide its own faeilities.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. McNARY. Has the Senator concluded his remarks, or
does he desire to ask a question?

Mr, COPELAND. I was hoping the Senator from Oregon
might conclude them for me.

Mr, McNARY. I shall be very glad to discuss the question
if the Senator will let me have the floor, unless he desires to do
so himself,

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, all T have to say is that it
appears to me that this is a very wise provision. It is now in-
cluded in the House bill, and I take it for granted that the
Senator from Oregon will give it his full support.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the bill as proposed and re-
ported by the committee did not contain this amendment. It
permitted the Federal farm board, in the exercise of prudent
judgment, to construct or acquire facilities whenever it was
thought that it was necessary for the purpose of processing farm
commodities.

After the report was made the chairman was visited by the
representatives of a great number®of cooperative organizations
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engaged in the elevator business, sarehousing, processing, con-
trolling and owning evaporators, and kindred institutions. The
argument of these gentlemen was that under the bill the board
might duplicate facilities now in existence, which would work to
the great disadvantage of those who had money invested in
present physical facilities. itk L

My attention was called to a provision in the House bill. I
stated two weeks ago, in discnssing the matter here on the floor
with the Senator from New York, that in my opinion the Fed-
eral farm board would not duplicate these facilities, as it would
not be good business prudence to do so, and it would bring about
an economic waste which a man of business sense would not do,
and that in my judgment it was useless to offer an amendment
on the subject. After I was interviewed by the representatives
of these cooperative associations and some erganizations which
owned property individually as millers and warehousemen, I
asked the drafting bureaun to take from the House bill this par-
ticular provision, and presented it for the consideration of the
Senate,

I find no fault with the proposal of the Senator from New
York. I know there are some present who believe that prob-
ably it should not be put in the bill, but if there are facilities
that meet the present situation, no one would want to see the
Government funds expended to duplicate those physical faeili-
ties. This amendment simply provides that before that can be
done there must be a finding by the board that existing facili-
ties are not adequate, or that they can not be obtained at a
reasonable price or on reasonable terms, whether the charge be
rental or interest. That is a condition precedent to action. It
is a condition, in my opinion, that would obtain with the board
if the amendment were left out of the bill; but some who are
interested and have their money invested believe that this safe-
guard ought to be here, requiring the board to make this sur-
vey, this examination, and these findings, before Government
money shall be expended. . .

I am speaking now for myself alone, without regard to the
committee. As chairman, I reported favorably the bill without
this amendment, but I am attempting to explain in a brief way
the purposes of the amendment, how I think it would operate,
and those who initiated the movement that brought the amend-
ment to the attention of the Senate,

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I recognize the force of what
has been said by the able Senator from Oregon upon this
amendment. In my opinion, however, it would be a most unfor-
tunate provision to be adopted by the Senate. It would, I
believe, if you will follow the language of the amendment, put
the board in a strait-jacket, so far as what are termed * exist-
ing facilities” may be concerned, for it requires that—

No such Joan for the constructiom, purchase, or lease of such facili-
ties shall be made unless the coeperative association or stabilization
corporation demonstrates—

That is, the burden is put in the first instance upon the sta-
bilization corporation or the cooperative to demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the board that there are not available suitable
existing facilities— : P iy

That will furnish their services to the association or corporation at
reasonable rates, and no such loan for the construction of such faelli-
ties' shall be made unless the cooperative association or stabilization
corporation demonstrates to the satisfaction of the board that suitable
facilities are not available for use or for purchase or lease by the asso-
clation or corporation at a reasonable price or rent.

I recognize all that may be said in behalf of those who have
put their money into facilities, into warehouses, into various
places and various constructions and processing arrangements
that may be required by stabilization corporations; but, sir, I
take it that whether they have invested their money or whether
they have not, the board will determine the appropriate thing
to be done under existing circumstances; and in the exercise
of discretion by the board it ought not to be hampered in the
slightest degree, The care first under this amendment is for
those who are engaged in warehousing or those who are what
we term middlemen; and that care should not thus be pointed,
because the object of the bill is first to care for agriculture
itself.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I regret that I can not
agree with the chairman of the committee [Mr. McNArY] con-
cerning this amendment. 'The Senator from California [Mr.
Jouxgon] has ouflined the chief objections to it. It seems to
me that the amendment places the entire burden of proof
upon the beard for engaging or permitting cooperatives to
engage in the construction of facilities for the storage and proc-
essing of agricultural commodities; and it occurs to me that
commission merchants and middlemen desiring to obstruct
activities on the part of stabilization corporations desiring to
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operate in any particular field will be afforded an opportunity
to go into the courts and to seek restraining orders from the.
courts, and force the board fo conduct long legal proceedings
to demonstrate that they have followed the rules laid down
in this amendment, and that their action in loaning money to
stabilization corporations er cooperatives for the constroction
of these facilities has been warranted under the provisions of
this amendment, should it be adopted.

Mr. President, the whole premise upon which this bill is
drawn is to give the board extraordinary freedom of activity
in carrying out its powers, and it seems to me a little incon-
sistent for the argument to be made here in support of certain
amendments that the board shall be restrained in its activity
and against certain amendments that we are assuming that a
wise and an able board will be appointed and that it will pro-
ceed fo carry out the provisions of this act with good judgment
and in good faith.
yiélli; ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator

? .

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. 1 yield,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator’s conclusion just
stated is undoubtedly accurate if the premise is justified or sns-
tained by the amendment, but I do not understand that the
amendment contemplates that there shall be a review by any
authority of the board's decision on the subject as to whether
existing facilities are available at a reasonable charge. The
board having determined that question, its decision is final and
conclusive. No appeal is provided for and no review can be had.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am not under the impression that any
provision for review is provided in the amendment, and, of
course, I would submit to the legal opinion of the Senator from
Arkansas, but it occurred to me that should the board act
under this amendment, assuming that it should be adopted, and
some interested parties feel that injury would occur to their
business, it would give an opportunity for them to go into the
courts and te raise the question as to whether a demonstration
had been made that adegquate facilities wére not available at a
reasonable rate.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If the Senator will permit
me— ~

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am very glad to get the Senator's
opinion, because I raised this point in the hope that it would be
cleared up before the amendment was acted upon,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The only question that could
be carried to & court under the amendment, as I see it, would
be whether or not the board had decided the issue as to the
existence of adequate facilities which could be secured at a
reasonable charge. If the board proceeded to make a loan with-"
out deciding that question, I think a party in interest might
ask an injunction on the ground that the board had not per-
formed its duty as required by law, but the first act that any
cooperative would perform would be to submit to the board the
information that it was unable to secure warchouse or elevator
facilities at a reasonable charge, and have the board determine
that guestion before proceeding with its application for a loan.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I am very glad to get
the opinion of the Senator, whom everyone recognizes as an
able lawyer, upen that question; but, in my judgment, even
though the doubt in my mind is relieved by the opinion of the
Senator concerning the possibility of its being taken advantage-
of by interested parfies for the purpose of hampering the
board, nevertheless it seems to me that there are many other
reasons, and sound reasons, why this amendment should not be
adopted.

The fact that it places upon the cooperative association or
the stabilization corporation the necessity for making a demon-
stration will npecessarily lead to long- drawn out procedure
before the board, which, in and of itself, will hamper it in
carrying out the provisions of the bill.

We all know very well that farmers are to-day suffering
because of high rates which are charged them for the handling
of their products by commission merchants and middlemen.
If a cooperative association or a stabilization corporation de-
sires to secure a loan for the purpose of relieving the farmers
producing some particular commodity from excessive charges,
if this amendment is adopted, a prolonged hearing will neces-
sarily result, because the interested parties who fear the com-
petition on the part of the eooperative association or the stabili-
zation corporation will of necessity make every effort to prevent
the board from extending credit to the cooperative or the sta-
bilization corporation which desires to build facilities for
handling any particular 5

Mr. COPELAND.  Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will yield to the Senator in just a
mowment. The Senator realizes that the time is very limited.
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It seems tp me, Mr. President, that if we are not going to
assume that this board is to be composed of able men who will
carry out the provisions of this measure in good faith and with
good judgment, then this entire bill should be scrapped and it
should be rewritten, because it is written upon the assump-
tion that the board is to have extraordinary latitude in the
carrying out of the provisions of this bill. To come in now
and at the last moment and lay down limifations with regard
to the board's activities in certain connections seems to me
to be entirely unjustified and illogical, and I trust that the
amendment offered by the Senator from New York will be
rejected.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr, President, I think this amendment
would not protect the cooperatives in any sense. It seems
to me it is designed to protect the' owners of facilities out-
gide of the cooperatives, This is a )ill to encourage coopera-
tives; that is the theory of it all the way through, and if it
is to succeed, it must do that. r

Mr, COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. Is it also a bill to discourage all private
enterprise? '

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 believe it is a bill to organize all
private enterprise handling farm products into cooperatives.

Mr., COPELAND. And to put out of business all private
investments now made. so that they would be entirely in the
hands of cooperatives?

Mr. BROOKHART. All private investment that is han-
dling and processing farm products ought to be reorganized
into cooperatives, and this bill ought to be a start in that
direction. -

Instead of doing that, this gives a sort of strait-jacket
monopoly to the owners of these facilities. They might be
adequate but not up to date. They might be in such condi-
tion that they could be used, but why tie this board up from
transacting business with facilities any more than you would
an individual? The individuals to whom the Senator has
referred did not have to get a ruling of any board to enable
them to construct their properties in any way. Why should
this board be compelled to pass on the adequaey or any other
characteristic in reference tp somebody’s else property? If
they wanted to sell it to the board, very well; let the board
consider that, but to say that the board shall first determine
that these facilities are inadequate and then authorize the
cooperative or the. stabilization corporation, which is the same
thing, to perform its function, is a ridiculous proposition. to
me, and I think it stands strongly in the way of cooperative
develoepment, I think it is one of those jokers in the bill which
ties us fast to a- certain line of private capital, to private
ownership outside of this marketing proposal.

For these reasons I hope the amendment will be:defeated.
I certainly can not approve that sort of an arrangement in
reference to a scheme to encourage and develop cooperatives.

The VIOE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
umen}dment-oﬂ’ered by the Senator from New York [Mr. Core-
LAND].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I propose an.amendment, which I
desire to have printed and lie on the desk, and which I would
like to have read.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
amendment.

The CHier CrLErg., On page 25, after line 6, the Senator
;r;)lm North Dakota proposes to insert a new paragraph, as
ollows :

(f) The President Is hereby authorized, thronmgh such ageney or
agencies as he may designate, to purchase in the United States and
trapsport and distribute wheat and/or its products for the rellef of
the distressed and starving people of China. The Presldent is hereby
authorized to expend or cause to be expended out of any funds in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated a sum not exceeding $200,000,000
for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this section.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be printed
and lie on the table,

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I send an amendment to the
desk, which I ask to have printed and lie upon the table, It
proposes to amend the bill, on page 17, line 14, in lien of the
figures * $500,000,000" to insert the figures “$1,000,000,000,”
S0 as to read:

The clerk will read theé proposed

REVOLVING FUND

_8gc. 8. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of
£1,000,000,000, which sball be made available by the Congress as soon
as practicable after the approval of this act and shall constitute a
revolving fund to be administered by the board as provided in this aet.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment wiil lie on the
table and be printed.

: BXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. McNARY. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded fto the
consideration of executive business, After five minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened.

RECESS

Mr. WATSON. I move that the Senate take a recess until
to-morrow at 12 o'clock.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o'clock and
5 minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Tuesday, May
14, 1029, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATION
Executive nomination received by the Senate May 13 (legis- .
lative day of May 7), 1929
+ UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Ralph L. Carr, of Colorado, to be United States attorney,
district of Colorado, vice George Stephan, term expired.

&

CONFIRMATIONS

Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate May 13 (legis-
lative day of May 7), 1929

MeMBER FEDERAL FARM LOAN BOARD
Horace Paul Bestor.
PROMOTIONS AND APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY

Richard E. Hawes to be ensign.
John R. Barber to be dental surgeon.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Moxpay, May 13, 1929

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Gracious Heavenly Father, with Thee we would begin this
day and be sensitively conscious that Thou art the source of
all wisdom. Forgive our incompetency and help us. Give us
great confidence-in that divine guidance that assures the man
of vision the faithful servant and the loving heart. Without -
this we make of our duty an uninviting drudgery. It is for us,
our Father, to express ourselves in'terms of “helpfulness; in-
spire us to do so. We may fail in ten thousand things, but we
must not fail in one.  We must live and speak the soul’s truth.
Take our homes and our children and fold them in Thy blessed
arms, Dispél all fear and lull them to sweet repose, ' How
memorable shall be' this day if we bring gladness and en-
couragement to others.  May we do so; and unto Thee be -
eternal praises. Amen. ]

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read and
approved. .

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on
Enrolled Bills, reported that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a joint resolution -of .the House of the fol-
lowing title, which was thereupon signed by the Speaker: :

H. J. Res. 59. Joint resolution to extend the provisions of
Public Resolution No. 92, Seventieth Congress, approved Feb- -
ruary 25, 1929,

RESIGNATION OF A MEMBER
The SPEAKER laid before the House the following communi- -
cation, which was read and ordered spread upon the Journal:
WasHixgTON, D, C., May 10, 1929,
Hon, NicHOLAS LONGWORTH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D. O.

My Deae Mer. SPEARER: I beg leave to inform you that 1 have this
day transmitted to the Governor of the State of Minnesota my resigna-
tion as a Representative in the Congress of the United States from the
fifth district of Minnesota, to be effective at the cloge of business June
30, this year.

Respectfully yours,
WaLTeEr H. NEwTON.
THE STAR-SPANGLED BANNER

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. S8peaker, I ask unanimous consent to
print in the REcorp a joint resolution passed by the General
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Assembly of Maryland, and I alse ask that the Clerk may read
it from the desk.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani-
mons consent that the Clerk may read the joint resolution
passed by the General Assembly of Maryland. Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Joint Resolution 3

A joint resolution recommending to the Congress of the United States
that The Star-Spangled Banner be declared to be the natlonal anthem
of the United States of America

Whereas The Star-8pangled Banner has by acclaim of the people of our
country and by general consent of the civilized governments of the
world been recognized as the national anthem of the United States of
America ; and

Whereas under the leadership of the Soclety of the War of 1812 in
Maryland, supported by the patriotic societies of the country generally,
the birthplace of The Btar-Spangled Banner, namely, Fort McHenry, was
dedicated as a national shrine on September 12, 1928 : Therefore be it

Resolved by the General Assembly of Maryland, That tbe Congress of
the United States be earmestly requested to take appropriate aection
whereby The Star-Spangled Banner may be declared to be the national
anthem of the United States of America; and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of the State of Maryland be, and he is
hereby, requested to transmit, under the great seal of this State, a copy
of the aforegoing resolution to the President of the United States, the
President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and to each of the representatives from Maryland in both Houses of
Congress,

Approved March 8, 1929,

I, David C. Winebrenner, 3d, secretary of state, do hereby eertify that
the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Joint Resolution No. 8 of the
acts of the General Assembly of Maryland of 1929,

As witness my hand and official geal this Sth day of May, 1929.

[SEAL.] Davip C. WINEBRENNER, 3d,

Becretary of State.

THE TARIFF

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Hﬂuse resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 2667)
to readjust the tariff.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon moves that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
H. R. 2667,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. SxeELL in
the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration of
the bill of which the Clerk will read the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 2667) to provide revenne, to regulate commerce with
foreign countries, to encourage the industries of the United States, to
protect American labor, and for other purposes.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair state how the
time used in general debate stands?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon has used 13
minutes more than has the gentleman from Texas. = .

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. NErson].

Mr. NELSON of Maine. Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, this spedal session was ealled, and this tariff bill
is being written, in the avowed interest of the agriculturist.
The leading vegetable crop in this ecountry is the potato crop,
exceeding all others in acreage, production, and value. It is an
important industry in 42 States of the Union, and peculiarly
subject to foreign competition. The winter crop, produced in
the Southern States, needs added protection from the imports
of Bermuda, Cuba, and Mexico; while the summer, or principal
crop, raised in the Northern States, has long suffered ruinous
competition from the cheaper land, labor, and transportation
costs of the Canadian producer.

The production of potatoes in this country is usually sufficient,
even In short-crop years, to supply all domestic demands, with-
out importations. This market ghould be preserved to the
American potato grower. [Applause.] Every carload imported
displaces a corresponding carload of American potatoes, mate-
rially increases the surplus problem, depresses the market, keeps
it in an unstabilized condition, and, in particular markeis and
as to particular growers, works great hardship.
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The Fordney-McCumber tariff bill carried a rate of 50 cents
per 100 pounds on potatoes, the equivalent ad valorem being less :
than 30 per cent. This rate has proved wholly inadequate to
preserve the American market to the American farmer. From -
1922 to 1927 importations practically trebled, while the importa-
tions of 1926 and 1927 represented an increase of 281 per cent
over those of the two preceding years. In 1927 over 5,000,000

'} bushels were imported, mosily from Canada.

Official experiments have demonstrated that it costs the
Maine farmer about $53 more per acre to produce potatoes than
it does the grower in New Brunswick, Canada. In addition to
this, the latter enjoys an advantage in cheap water transporta-
tion to points on the Atlantic seaboard of about 35 cents per
hundredweight. - Even in years of large production and low
prices, the Canadian farmer may successfully export his pota-
toes into this eountry. Worst of all, when, after several lean
years, a good year comes and the American potato farmer sees
an opportunity to recoup some of his losses and eseape from the
hands of the banks and fertilizer companies, with no ad valorem
provision In the tariff, he finds his favorable market destroyed
and his hopes drowned in a flood of cheaper Canadian potatoes,

The potato crop of 1928 was about 462,000,000 bushels, ereat-
ing a surplus of over 60,000,000 bushels, yet Canadian potatoes
continued to come into this market. When the call for this

session was issued the potato farmers of my State were
in a deplorable eondition finaneially. For months prices on po-
tatoes had been far below the cost of production. Potatoes
whieh cost the farmer $1.50 per barrel of 165 pounds had been
selling for from 50 cents to $1.10 a barrel—an average of 80
cents—while the eondition was being continually nggrnated by
importations of potatoes from Canada.

‘What is true of Maine is true of other States. The potato
farmers of this country are to-day in a situation that warrants
every assistance within reason. This tariff is primarily an
agricultural measure. It has raised the equivalent ad valorem
on fresh tomatoes from 15 per cent to 89 per cent, on onions
from 68 per cent to T9 per cent, on_turnips from 20 per cent to
42 per eent, on fresh beans from 13 per cent to 93 per cent, on
dry beans from 50 per cent to 72 per cent. The equivalent ad
valorem on peanuts remains at 106 per cent. Everything else
in the agricultural line is taken care of with the exception of
potatoes. They remain as they have been, with an equivalent
ad vglorem of less than 30 per cent, notwithstanding the fact
that the American market ig open to suecessful Canadian com-
petition, importations have practically trebled, and the American
potato farmer faces bankruptey.

I thoroughly believe in party government and party regularity.
I come from a State that has been regular since the days of
Frémont. [Applause.] I know that the present tariff bill
should be written by Republicans, and I realize the dangers of
divided counsels and divided responsibilities. I honor the Re-
publican leaders of this House and desire to follow their sug-
gestions so far as I can without proving recreant to the trust
reposed in me by the people of my State. These have long en-
dured without eomplaint the aches and pains of agricultural and
economic depression, but the time has come when they ask for
themselves a little of that protection to the American producer
for which they have voted so long and so consistently in the
years that are gone. [Applause.] Mine are not a people who
look to legislation as a panacea for every economie ill, but they
do believe in the Republican policy of protection and feel that
in it they may find relief from their present economie distress.
I might be pardoned for mentioning here the fact that one of
the wisest tariff measures ever enacted into law bore the name
of a distinguished Representative from the second Maine dis-
trict, Hon. Nelson Dingley, of Lewiston. [Applause.]

We respectfully submit that paragraph T69 should be so re-
vised as adequately to protect the producers of the most impor-
tant vegetable crop in the United States. [Applause]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. HabpLEY].

Mr. HADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to begin my
remarks this morning with something of an unpleasant nature.
However, the circumstances are such that I shall refer in the
beginning to some statements made which are of that nature.
I refer to some remarks made by the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HeNey T. RaiNeEy], whom I honor as a per-
sonal friend. They were made in the early portion of his
remarks on Saturday last. They were directed at the Republi-
can members of the Committee on Ways and Means. Now that
they are in the Recorp they ean be made no worse by repeating
them, and I shall refer to a few of those observations in order
fhat you may the better understand what it is that I am answer-

ng

In speaking of the method employed by the Demoeratic Party
in its course of action on the preparation of tariff bills he pro-
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ceeded to castigate the Republican members of the ecommittee
by pointing out how we have undertaken to do it, and in the
course of that statement he said:

The Republicans have an easier way of doing it. They simply call
into secret session tariff beneficlaries, and then they consult them as
to what rates they want; and if they can agree as to the burden they
want to place on the consumers, that is the rate they get.

Passing on to something more definite still but equally
offensive, he used this language:

The Democrats were permitted to participate in the open hearings,
but afterwards the real bearings commenced behind locked doors and
in committee rooms. Fifteen Members of the House of Representatives
in this bill speak for the entire House, Then the representatives of the
Interests were heard, the yvampires who feed on the lifeblood of the
Nation were heard, The representatives of the 14,000 millionaires
and the 14,000 near millionaires in the United SBtates who bask In the
gunshine of the prosperity made possible by the privileges granted them,
nearly always by the Republican Party, had their hearings. Those are
underground methods.

I am sorry that I do not see the gentleman from Illinois on
the floor at the moment. However, he did not ask me whether
he could make those remarks about our committee, and I did
not deem it necessary to ask him to be present to listen to what
I say. I hope I shall say nothing offensive. I do not mean to,
I have a high regard for the gentleman from Illineis, with
whom I have worked happily for many years in committee and
in subcommittees. 3

Buf, somehow, when he undertakes to discuss economic ques-
tions, particularly the tariff or a revenue bill, he has a rather
unpleasant way of doing it. I think he must have had a bad
night before he made that speech last Saturday. I think he
must have had a very bad dream., But the thing I object to is
his putting his dream in the CoNGRESSIONAL Recorb. Now that
it is there, and the public will read it, I think the counfry ought
to know, and you ought to know, what the facts are.

I will not state them in much detail, but briefly the facts are
as follows: Affer the hearings of a public character, referred to
by the gentleman, were concluded, the Republican members
arranged for subcommittee work, dividing themselves into 15
subcommittees of three members each. I was a member of
three of those subcommittees and had the honor to be chairman
of one of them. Before that work began the procedure was dis-
cussed and the integrity of the work to be accomplished was
canvassed.

It was distinctly understood that no subcommittee would
hold any hearings in addition to those which had already been
held ; and furthermore, that they would not take into conference
those who might come for further review of matters before the
committee; that they would not consider what they might sub-
mit unless it was reduced to writing, in order that it might
be presented accurately to the subcommittee and passed on to
the full committee, and that it might be printed in a subse-
quent volume for the information of the full committee, the
Democrats as well as the Republicans, for the subsequent
information of the House and the country.

I dare say there is now, although I have not had the oppor-
tunity to inguire, such a volume already printed. If it is not,
it will be. So, as gentlemen came—and occasionally they
did come to the members of the subcommittees for an oppor-
tunity to be heard further on some point—they were advised
as to the sgituation. I made it plain always, as others, I am
sure, did, that we would not consider any further statement
they made, because we would not be responsible for passing it on
to the full committee or the subcommittee unless it was reduced
to writing ; and having been reduced fo writing, such statement
was always considered and checked up. If it presented any
new matter not already covered by the hearings, it was incor-
porated in the record for printing. Otherwise, it was filed
in the records of the committee, in its archives, for the informa-
tion of all concerned.

So, coming back to these charges which, as they stand in the
Recorp, look very bad, I simply conclude this part of my state-
ment with the remark that I deny them for myself and for
every member of the Republican Committee on Ways and
Means generally and specifically. [Applause.] There is not
a shadow of foundation upon which any statement in that
indictment can properly rest or be sustained in any particular
whatever. [Applause.]

The gentleman from Illinois was extravagant in other re-
spects, always interesting even in his extravagance; and he
was just as inaccurate in some other observations he made in
the same speech. I shall not undertake to review any phase
of the pending bill except that which relates to the wood sched-

LXXI—T6

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

1197

unle and the chemical schedule. With respect to the wood
schedule, the gentleman from Illinois, among other things,
discussed the subject of logs and lumber and shingles. I now
desire to make some remarks on those points myself.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HADLEY. Yes. 3

Mr. COLLIER. I donot want to embarrass the gentleman by
any question, but simply ask for information, kmowing that
the gentleman has made a great study of the shingle industry.
I would like to have the gentleman tell me how far from the
State of Washington does he believe the freight rates will
make the tariff of 25 per cent on shingles effective?

Mr. HADLEY. I will answer the gentleman generally, not
knowing the particulars as to freight rates. I am satisfied that
the rate of 25 per cent ad valorem would not result in the
State of Mississippi, for example, the State from which the
gentleman comes, or in any other State, in any additional cost to
the consumer.

Now, I would like to make an uninterrupted statement, if I
may, although I desire to be courteous in that respect. Our
competition is with British Columbia, with Canada, but prac-
tically with British Columbia, immediately adjacent to the
State of Washington, Our troubles began in the timber in-
dustry in 1913, when the Underwood bill went into effect and
removed the duty on shingles and lumber. They have continued
with disastrous effect to date. The lumber industry generally
has sought protection, but it is not in this bill.

Let me point out to you now, so that it may be well under-
stood, that the great body of construction material known as
lumber is on the free list of the bill; that nearly 99 per cent of
all the lumber produced in the States of Washington and
Oregon is left on the free list; and that the only lumber in the
Pacific Northwest which it is proposed to transfer to the duti-
able list in this bill is but an insignificant fraction of the total
lumber production of that region, The cedar lumber made
dutiable by this bill is only a little more than 1 per cent of the
total lumber produetion in the States of Washington and Oregon.

That is a very small matter to make much of a controversy
over, and especially so in the face of a distressing situation
there, In those States we have a lumber industry with a
$200,000,000 investment, a $200,000,000 a year pay roll, and
20,000 laborers involved. I think I could show you adequate
reasons why that industry in its entirety should be protected.
But following the bill as reported, I shall lay it aside for the
present except as applied to logs, cedar lumber, and shingles,

Logs of fir, spruce, cedar, and western hemlock are dutiable
under the present law conditionally at $1 per 1,000 feet. It
is proposed to leave that rate as it is, but to make it uncon-
ditional by the removal of the proviso of the present law. Such
logs were dutiable and are continued so because of competitive
conditions. Omne dollar per thousand does not represent the
actual differential between the cost of production of logs in
British Columbia and the Btates of Washington and Oregon.
There are abundant figures to attest that fact in the record
which I have before me and which were submitted at the hear-
ings. The raw materials cost less in British Columbia than
in Washington and Oregon and there is a differential against
us on labor. I know that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr,
Rainey] undertook to show that the cost of producing shingles
is no greater in this country than in British Columbia, but the
Tariff Commission has shown in its report made to the Presi-
dent, I think in 1927, that common labor in British Columbia
averages $3 while it averages $4 in Washington and Oregon.
Can you put labor into a highly manufactured article and pro-
duce it at the same cost when $4 is the average of common labor
in one country and $3 in the other? Furthermore, the taxes
upon the standing timber in British Columbia are purely
nominal until it is removed. A severance tax is paid upon
removal. We have no such taxes in Washington and Oregon.
There taxes are paid annually. That overhead becomes an
investment and is a continuing investment through the years,
which is merged in the cost of production.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HADLEY. I ask the gentleman to kindly desist for a
time, because I have much ground to cover.

Mr. LINTHICUM. The genfleman has an hour.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines fo yield for the
present.

Mr. HADLEY. So a duty of $1 per thousand was placed
upon the raw material. We did it in this House in the Fordney
bill, and we also put a duty upon the manufactured product,
shingles, but the Senate struck out that item and the situa-
tion has been impossible ever since, with a duty on the raw
material and no compensatory duty on the manufactured prod-
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uct, when the manufactured product was entitled to a protec-
tive rate in addition to a compensatory duty. But the logging
industry is entitled to $1 per thousand. We are now proposing
to rectify the mistake of 1922 by extending protection to shingles
as well as fo logs, in line with the former action of the House,

Logging in Washington and Oregon is done somewhat dif-
ferenfly from the method in other sections of the country. The
log is the logger's finished product. A large percentage of the
production of logs is by independent loggers who have no milis.
They sell the log as a finished product to the manufacturer.
Therefore being the highly finished produet it is, a very large
percentage of labor entering into it, the labor of the country
employed in logging is entitled to protection as against the
cheaper labor in a foreign land, the same as in every other
case in the bill under competitive conditions.

Under the present law a large fraction of logs imported
enters duty free. This bill makes them all dutiable,

Under a system of permits for export employed in British
Columbia when a surplus of logs accrues there the surplus is
dumped into the American market in quantities sufficient to
control and demoralize it. This results in the closing of Ameri-
can camps. Under this competition the American logging in-
dustry has been able to operate only 70 per cent of the time.

Cedar lumber is the product of the same material from which
shingles are manufactured. The competitive conditions in the
case of cedar lumber and shingles are identical. The same
raw material, the same labor conditions, and the same costs of
production apply in one case as in the other. They raft to
mills cedar logs for both purposes; some manufacture lumber
and some manufacture shingles, while some manufacture both
in mills known as combination mills, but the costs of produc-
tion parallel each other, and therefore the rate is made appli-
cable to cedar lumber that is made to apply to shingles.

In the case of shingles the downfall of the industry began in
1913, when shingles were put on the free list,

In the early nineties, when protected, the shingle industry
prospered. The rate was taken off under the Wilson-Gorman
bill. Then I saw the shingle industry go rapidly into decline,
until 1897, when the Dingley bill restored protection to the in-
dustry at an increased rate. Then it again began to prosper.
and it continued to prosper, as other industries in our country
prospered for 16 years; and then came that dark day in 1913
when the Underwood law removed the tariff on shingles. From
that day to this there has been a rapid and continued decline
in the shingle industry, while there has been a corresponding
and contemporary increase in the production in British Colum-
bia. I believe the evidence shows that the decrease in produc-
tion in the States of Washington and Oregon has been 16 per
cent every year since the removal of the tariff in 1913, while
the production has increased in the aggregate total nearly 400
per cent in British Columbia. American capital in the State of
Washington has gradually withdrawn and gone into British
Columbia, bonght timber rights, and built mills to manufacture
the timber for export and sale free of duty in the market of
the United States.

The result of it all is that, as shown by undisputed testimony
at the hearings, approximately 50 per cent of all the mills in
the States of Washington and Oregon have been forced into
bankruptey or gone out of business on account of failing condi-
tions, and half of the remainder are facing bankruptey waiting
and praying for the relief which this bill as reported would
afford.

On the question of costs there is not only a differential in
common labor of $4 to $3, as shown by the Tariff Commission,
and lower cost of competing raw material in British Columbia,
for the particulars of which I refer you to the hearings and
the Tariff Commission’s report to the President, and their later
summary, but the question of oriental labor is involved. I do
not contend that the price paid in wages to oriental labor is
materially under that paid fo white labor. I know there are
some very expert Chinese who work as packers, and that they
are paid equally as much, if not more, than white laborers who
occupy the same positions; but whatever the wages, the net re-
sult is that 90 per cent, or perhaps more than that, of the pro-
duoetion of British Columbia shingles is shipped into American
territory duty free, where they find their market.

The Tariff Commission says that 45 per cent of the labor in
British Columbia employed in its shingle mills is oriental, and
while they are continuously employed our mills for one-third of
the time—no witness has said less than 30 per cent of the
time—are closed because of overproduction in British Columbia
and the absorption of the American market with the British
Columbia produet of 45 per cent oriental labor.

How wonld you feel, my friends, if in your several districts
you saw passing through your territory the products of oriental
labor, in competition with your own American laborers, and
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your own friends walking the streets in idleness one-third of
the time throughout the year, year after year, for the want of
an adequate protective duty? This is what our people have
seen for years, They are trusting you now to remedy this
appalling situation. I appeal to you in their behalf to restore
to them the prosperity which they once enjoyed, to which they
are of right entitled.

I have said to my friend from Mississippi, and I repeat, I do
not believe there would be any material addition to the cost
to the consumer of shingles or of cedar lumber if the rate
proposed in this bill is given effect. Why?: Because under
competitive conditions this has generally proved to be true,
where there is sharp direct competition, such as exists in the
case of these commodities, in the domestic industry, and in
addition to this there is presented here a case of intense
collateral competition aside from that.

You are familiar with the substitute roofing materials, which
are competitive with shingles. The prices of these substitutes,
in competition, would always be such as to hold down the level
of the price of the manufactured wood shingles. They have to
meet this situation in the market and the same thing is true
of red-cedar lumber, because of the competition of redwood,
cypress, gnd one or two other raw materials which put the
manufacturer of cedar lumber in the same position,

Mr. COLLIER. Would it disconcert my friend to yield for
a question now?

Mr. HADLEY, T yield to the gentleman.

Mr. COLLIER. The gentleman has referred to the substi-
tutes. I would like to know if the tariff on the substitutes is
substantially in the same ratio as the tariff upon shingles.
I ought to know myself, but T know I am going to higher
authority when I ask what was the tariff rate on paper roofing—
10 cents, was it not?

Mr. HADLEY. I do not remember.

Mr. COLLIER. But they were about in line with the other?

Mr. HADLEY. There is no duty on shingles or on cedar
lumber now.

Mr. COLLIER. I am talking about the proposed bill,

Mr, HADLEY. There is some duty on asbestos shingles.

Mr, COLLIER. I know the duty on asbestos. The gentle-
man will recall that there was one member of the committee
who was very much opposed to the gentleman's tariff on
shingles but was rather strong for a tariff on paper roofing, and
I just wondered what he succeeded in getting.

Mr. HADLEY. I do not recall that item now.

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield for just one gues-
tion?

Mr. HADLEY. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. GARNER. I notice in this schedule you have changed
the situation with to logs. You have logs at $1 per
thousand at the present time, and that applies to lumber and
things made out of the logs, except when you go to make paper
that is bought by these large newspaper plants. They get theirs
free, and I just wondered why you discriminated against the
taxpayer who has to build a house and the taxpayer who pub-
lishes a great newspaper.

Mr. HADLEY, That, of course, opens a wide field of dis-
cussion as to whether there ought to be a duty on wood pulp
or not, and a field in which I do not now desire to enter, be-
cause I have not the time. I will make this observation: As
the gentleman from Texas knows, I was the chairman of the
chemical schedule subcommittee, and I feel that I ought to
discuss that schedule as I now intend to do, and therefore I am
very materially abreviating my remarks on the wood schedule,
which I would like to discuss at greater length.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, WIll the gentleman yield for a guestion
on shingles before he leaves that point?

Mr. HADLEY. Yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Why would it not be in keeping with our
conservation policy, and also protect the mills, if we permitted
the cedar logs to come in free and left the tariff on the shingles?

Mr. HADLEY. That would just transfer all our business to
British Columbia and tie up the production of logs in this
country, because they could not compete on a fair remunerative
basis.

The cedar has to be taken out with the fir, When you cut
the fir you have to cut the cedar and take it out with it, so that
there can be no protection without reaching the other side of
the line on both the raw material and the manufactured prod-
uct, in both of which, unprotected, the competition is destruc-
tive,

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HADLEY. Yes.

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma, Can the gentleman inform the
committee what a rate of 25 per cent ad valorem per thousand
would reflect in price?
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Mr. HADLEY. The gentleman probably understands that
there are 29 grades of shingles, according to the Tariff Com-
mission report. Some witnesses before the ecommittee stated
that there are 26, but the Tariff Commission says there are 29.
They will vary and the equivalent specific rate would probably
ran from 40 to 50 and even 75 cents and more, according fo the
different grades. Iet me say that we produce in the State
of Washington and in Oregon every grade of shingle that they
produce in British Columbia, But economie conditions have
forced our mills into production of more of the lower grades of
shingles—lower than British Columbia, because in British
Columbia they indulge in the waste of raw material that we
could not eeonomically sustain at sacrificial costs. So we are
forced to a less profitable production.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HADLEY. I will yield, and then I ean yield no further
until I take up the chemical schedule.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman'tell us why the railroads,
telegraph companies, and telephone companies are permitted to
bring in logs for poles and crossties free?

Mr. HADLEY. Because they are on the free list.

Mr. CRISP, That is an excellent reason, but what I was
trying to get at is what induced the gentleman te leave it on
the free list when you make other consumers pay a tax?

Mr. HADLEY. I assure the gentléman that there is no rea-
son like favoritism for putting them on the free list. There was
no particular discussion, as far as 1 recollect, on that subject.
I do not remember that it was a special issue. 1 did not mean
to be impertinent to the gentleman when I said it was because
they were on the free list,

Mr. CRISP. The gentleman understands my love for him
and understands that I do not wish to embarrass him, but 1
noticed it was left on the free list slightly amended, so it was
not an oversight.

Mr. HADLEY. I do not think it was an issue before the
committee, In all this work, including the chemical schedule,
we did not go out of the way to make rates in matters which
were not in controversy before the committee. We undertook
to deal with conditions before the committee.

Mr. GARNER. In order to help the gentleman to get fo the
chemieal schedule, may I ask him a question?

Mr. HADLEY. I prefer to discuss the chemical schedale now.

Mr. GARNER. 1 want to refer to one thing in the chemical
schedule berause I have an engagement at 1 o'clock and I may
not be here, I wondered why it was you. left casein as it is
while you gave 100 per cent advance on the compounds of
casein?

Mr. HADLEY. I will say that the committee may be right
or it may be wrong on this. I think it is right. I do not pro-
fess to have any more wisdom upon that subject than has the
gentleman from Texas. But let me state this proposition: Nat-
urally, when I considered the source from which casein is
derived I would be inclined to an adequate duty on the produet.
But we found when we went into the subject as we did that
foreign casein commands a higher price in our markets to-day
than the domestic casein. It is not the custom in tariff making
where competition is of that nature for any application of tarifl
relief to be made, but only where the prices are lower abroad
and come In competition with a higher price at home, As a
matter of fact, briefly stated, that is the whole answer to the
question of the gentleman from Texas as to why we did not
increase the present duty on casein.

We had before our committee chemical experts. Every sub-
committee had experts on their particular schedules from the
Tariff Commission.

One excellent chemical expert in the employ of the commis-
sion had been in South America. He went expressly to investi-
gate this subject and saw the conditions under which casein is
produced. He also surveyed the fleld in this country. He
found in Argentina a product that was acceptable to the con-
sumers of casein in this couniry.

But in the United States it seemed that the state of produe-
tion has not yet reached the point where they are willing to
pay for the American product what they do pay for the product
from the Argentine—the principal competitor. Of course I have
the greatest appreciation and admiration for the ingenuity and
genius of the American people in every line of employment and
production, but the precipitation of casein is effected in a differ-
ent way. It is done in a chemical way here (by mineral acids),
whereas in Argentina it is precipitated by the natural sour
process and is then sun dried. In America it is dried by artifi-
cial heat and there seems to be a material difference in the
uniformity and quality of the product. I do notsay that there is,
but I say that the consumers of the product say there is, and
that they pay a higher price for it. We have now a 2%-cent
rate on casein, and my friend from Texas [Mr, GARNEr] per-
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haps recalls that when the Democratic Party was in power it
was on the free list, I don’t know just why, but we put 21%
cents on it in 1922, What the committee did was to Ieave it
where it is; it did not raise it, because we went into this thor-
oughly and made an investigation and reached the conscientious
conviction that if you raise the rate on casein to the point
where the witnesses who appeared in that behalf asked, or to
a point where it would be practically prohibitive, to protect and
develop this industry here, it would tend to drive the consump-
tion of casein or of the milk from which the casein is made in
America out of the market, where it now enjoys a 75 per cent
output; because econsumers of casein would resort to a substi-
tute for use in coated paper and ofher industries, but par-
ticularly in the coated-paper industry. Whether they would or
not I do not know, but they say so. Furthermore, our investi-
gation of the competitive sitnation led us to believe that logi-
cally and necessarily that would result; and where the domestic
producers have now a large market outlet for casein, otherwise
the skimmed milk from which it is produced would go back
into the swill tub. I want to see casein protected as fully as
we can protect it, but I believe it would have resulted in a
marked curtailment in its use in coated paper if we had fol-
lowed the suggestions as to a high duty.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HADLEY. Mr, Chairman, I shall never get to the chemi-
cal schedule at all if T keep on yielding. I have taken this
time out of consideration for my friend from Texas [Mr.
Garxer], and, if the gentleman will kindly wait, I shall appre-
ciate it very much. I have some material here on the chemical
schedule that T wish to put into the REcorn.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman will
complete the answer to the guestion. He answered why he did
not inerease the 214 per cent, but he did not answer why he
found it necessary to increase 100 per cent on casein compound.

Mr. HADLEY. We will take that up under the 5-minute
rule when we read the bill.

Mr. GARNER. I hope that we will reach it under the
G-minute rule, We will have full opportunity to discuss it if
we ever do reach it under the 5-minute rule.

Mr. HADLEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to say something
about the chemical schedule. In the chemical industry America
has much to be proud of. You will remember that before the
World War the United States had developed an extensive in-
dustry in heavy chemicals, but it had accomplished very little
in the way of synthetic-organic development. With the out-
break of the World War in 1914 a great era of development
in the chemical industry in the United States began. We had
a period of depression in that industry in 1913 which was well
under way before the war just as we had generally under the
Underwood law, but the war intervened, and operated tem-
porarily in a protective way, as it did on other industries, so
that the cheap foreign goods that came in before the war
ceased, and we began with the war to develop the industry.

As already stated, first, our production of explosives, with
its attendant requirements of acids, alkalies, solvents, and other
materials, was increased manyfold to meet the demands of the
allied powers. This period witnessed the greatest progress in
the replacement of the wasteful bee-hive coke ovens by the by-
product ovens with their invaluable yields of ammonia, coal tar,
gas, and solvents, all needed for our war industries.

The dye industry was established, and with it the production
of many synthetic medicinals previously obtained almost en-
tirely from abroad and vital for tHe preservation of the health
of the people of the Nation.

The organic chemical industry developed rapidly during the
war period. The corn-fermentation method for making butyl
alcohol and acetone was successfully developed. Domestic pro-
duction of synthetic oxalic acid began on a large scale, to-
gether with many other important organic chemicals.

After the close of the war the Congress was confronted with
the problem of the proper tariff treatment of the chemical in-
dustry in order to encourage and foster its newly developed
fields. If had been clearly demonstrated to be a key industry,
essential in peace as well as in war, for the health and pros-
perity of our people. The chemical schedule of the tariff act of
1922 was framed with the purpose of further encouraging this
industry.

The act of 1922 has been in force for nearly seven years. Dur-
ing that time many important changes and developments have
occurred in the chemical industries. The dye industry has con-
tinned to develop so that it now supplies about 92 per cent of
our total consumption of dyes by quantity and about 80 per cent
by value. Many of the standard dyes are cheaper now than
they were in 1913, and prices have continually declined.

I remember in 1921 when the Ways and Means Committee
was working on the revision which was finally enacted in 1922,
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I then had the honor to work with the distinguished Speaker
of this House, who was then a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means and had long been such. He was chairman of
this particular schedule. We labored upon it for weeks. He
had been a student of it for years. The result of the work
which went forward through the two bodies*was finally con-
sumated in the present law, and it is best reflected in what has
followed since.

One of the most remarkable developments under the present
tariff act is the growth of the solvent industry—the alcohols—
denatured alcohol, synthetic methanol, and butyl alcohol from
corn, to name the most outstanding, largely due to the tre-
mendous increase in the production of automobiles. Snythetic
methanol, first developed in Germany, is now being produced
in the United States in sufficient quantities to supply our needs.

The plastic industry has undergone striking development since
1922. This industry may be broadly divided into three main
groups—the pyroxylin or celluloid plastics, the cellulose acetate
plasties, and the synthetic resins. Each kind of plastic has
its special fields of application, based upon physical and chemi-
cal characteristics, and prices of the materials. Nearly every
phage of human activity now uses these produets in some form
or other, The eellulose acetate plastics, because of their greater
stability to light and heat, and less inflammability, enter cer-
tain fields for which pyroxylin is not so well adapted. While
the plastic industry has been prosperous, the manufacture of
fabricated articles involving a high proportion of labor cost,
has met severe competition from imports, due to the low wages
prevailing in Europe and Japan.

The last two or three years has witnessed rapid development
of the fixed nitrogen industry in this country. The ultimate
capacity of the plants now in operation and under construction
for the manufacture of synthetic ammonia will render the
United States entirely independent of foreign raw materials
for the manufacture of nitric acid hitherto made from Chile
saltpeter, but now to be made entirely by the oxidation of
ammonia. From this synthetic ammonia is also being produced
artificial sodium nitrate or Chile saltpeter, for fertilizer pur-
poses, The importance to industry, to agriculture, and to na-
tional defense, of a nation self-contained in its supply of nitro-
‘gen can not be overemphasized.

Utilization of certain gases in natural gas and in petrolenm
cracking processes for the manufacture of valuable derivatives
was in its experimental stage in 1922. Under the rates provided
by the tariff act of that year this new synthetic organic chemiecal
industry has grown to impressive proportions, comparable in
promise of future value to the development of the coal-tar in-
dustry in Germany. Among the more important products of this
industry is thylene glycol, used as a partial substitute for glyce-
erin in the manufacture of dynamite and as an antifreeze in
automobile radiators, The latest product of this industry is
synthetic acetone. Other valuable derivatives are used for
lacquer solvents, extraction solvents, medicinals, and synthetic
gums and resins.

Exceedingly important developments have taken place in the
production of chemicals produced by fermentation processes.
Of these the best known is butyl aleohol produced from corn,
while recently the most significant development is the produe-
tion of citric acid by the fermentation of cane sugar, an accom-
plishment which, together with the output of Californian by-
product citrus industry, renders the United States independent
of foreign raw materials for the manufacture of citric acid.
The manufacture of glycerin by the fermentation of molasses
is also an important achievement.

Other important developments during the last seven years are
formic and chromiec acids, vanadium chemieals, rubber chem-
icals, acetaldehyde, and synthetic acetic acid.

A significant development in European industry since the
close of the World War is the growth of cartels. The develop-
ment of these cartels has been pronounced in the chemiecal in-
dustry and involves combinations of manufacturers in one or
more of the countries of Germany, France, Switzerland, Holland,
Belginm, England, Norway, Italy, and other European countries.
Their purposes are various and include pooling of patents, pur-
chase of raw materials, price fixing, allocation of markets for
the purpose of stabilization and expansion of exports. Such
combinations within the United States are in violation of the
Sherman Antitrust Act. Domestic manufacturers are therefore
at a disadvantage in the domestic market and in competing with
Furope for the export market. Under these conditions they are
entitled to ample proteetion in their home markef.

The chemical export trade of the four leading chemical pro-
ducing nations—the United States, Germany, HEngland, and
France—amounted to $800,000,000 in 1928. Of this immense
sum, Germany's share was two-fifths, and represents nearly a
20 per cent increase for that country since 1926. It is significant
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that a large share of Germany's increase in exports is repre-
sented by fixed nitrogen fertilizers, while important increases
were also made in medicinals, dyes, and lacquers, The United
States is Germany’s best market for chemicals.

The chemical exports of the United States in 1928 ranked
next to those of Germany, representing nearly one-fourth of
the total of the four nations. The increase in value since 1926,
however, is only 5 per cent.

The chemical exports of Great Britain and France in 1928
were less than those of the United States, but represent in-
creases since 1926 of 15 and 12 per cent, respectively.

Certain foreign chemical manufacturers, including members
of cartels, have ereeted plants in the United States in order to
obtain an increasing proportion of the domestic market. A re-
cent example of this trend is the announcement last month of
the American Interessen Gemeinschaft Chemical Co., a sub-
sidiary of the German Interessen Gemeinschaft, the greatest
chemical- trust in the world, of its intention to build plants
in this country for the manufaciure of fertilizers, dyes, rayon,
synthetie chemicals, medicinals, photographic chemiecals, pyroxy-
lins, and other products, ¥ Y

It is of significance that the industrial nations of the world
have given special treatment to their chemical industries in
the form of license control of imports, protective tariffs, em-
bargoes, or subsidies. While such special treatment has been
more frequent in the case of dyes, one or more of these methods
of encouraging home industry is nsed by most of the industrial
nations. In the United States many of these methods were
employed at one time or another to foster the dye and synthetic
organic chemical industry during the eritical period from 1916
to 1922, The act of 1922 and the present bill resort to protec-
tive tariffs only.

In framing the chemical schedule of the new bill, only such
changes have been made as were necessary to meet develop-
ments and changes in competitive conditions which have oc-
curred since 1922, There have been some changes in phrase-
ology to avoid litigation which has arisen under the act of
1922, A number of items which have become of commercial
importance in recent years have been given specific mention
for the first time. A few items have been transferred from the
free list to the dutiable list because of the influx of cheap for-
elgn goods. Nearly as many items have been transferred from
the dutiable to the free list. In general, the rates of duties pro-
claimed by the President, after investigation by the Tariff Com-
mission, have been perpetuated., The American valuation pro-
visions of paragraphs 27 and 28 covering coal-tar intermediates
and dyes have been retained.

The future prospect of the American chemical industry is
bright and bears promise of accomplishing greater things than its
recent remarkable achievements, some of the more important of
which I have already touched upon. Applications of chemistry
to-day affects nearly every phase of industrial life. The fixed-
nitrogen industry, synthetic and fermentation organic chemicals,
organic solvents, the plastic industry, and many others seem
assured of large and vigorous expansion under the rates con-
tained in this bill.

I want to make one reference to the committee report. It
contains a brief statement as to the number of changes in the
bill, which I find upon review is somewhat inaccurate, It was
hurriedly prepared in order to make it available when the bill
was introduced. I wish to incorporate this as a more accurate
statement of the facts:

Thaee paragraphs containing new material have been added to
Schedule 1 of the pending bill and one paragraph transferred
from Schedule 1 of the act of 1922 to the free list. Changes
have been made in rates in 32 paragraphs, and in addition 8
paragraphs have had commodifies added to them. About 47
commodities have been specifically mentioned, and there have
been changes in phraseology in certain paragraphs in order to
avoid litigation and ambiguity, Rates have been changed on 40
commodities, of which 33 were increases and 7 decreases, and 9
items were transferred to the free list. Three items dutiable
under the basket clauses of Schedule 1 are mentioned specifically
in the free list. Also, the rates have been increased on 24 com-
modities not specifically enumerated in Schedule 1 of the old
aet, but which were dutiable nnder basket paragraphs, and there
were T transfers from the free list to Schedule 1. In addition,
paragraph 2 has been expanded and 15 items specifically men-
tioned.

I also wish to incorporate in the REcorp one paragraph from
the report, so that it will appear more permanently, and also to
bring that paragraph to your immediate attention in the con-
sideration of the bill. It is this: A

The equivalent ad valorem rate for the dutiable items of the chemical
schedule imported under the act of 1922 up to 1928 is 33.78 per cent,
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compared with an average of 37.87 per cent for all dutiable items im-
ported during the same period. Furthermore, the percentage of imports
(by value) of duty-free chemjcals to that of all dutiable chemical
imports under the act of 1922 is 71.83, as compared with 62,73 per
cent, the ratio for all duty-free imports to all dutiable imports. The
equivalent ad valorem rate on all chemicals, dutiable and free, imported
under the act of 1922 is 9.39 per cent, as compared with an equivalent
ad valorem rate of 14.04 per cent on total imports of all kinds during
the same period. Therefore it can not be successfully contended that
the rates of duty in Schedule 1 of the act of 1922 are above thé levels
of other schedules,

With reference to paragraphs 27 and 28, witnesses appearing
at the hearings asked that the original rates be restored. These
high rates were automatically reduced September 22, 1924, under
the terms of the existing law. The committee refused to recom-
mend the restoration of the former rates but has provided for
perpetuation of the rates now in force. Request was also made
that the rates in the basket clause be raised from 25 to 40 per
cent. The committee refused to go recommend, and the general
basket paragraph remains at 25 per cent. We lifted out of this
paragraph, viz, paragraph 5, a number of the items which have
achieved importance and have given them such specific mention
and rates of dufy as the committee thonght were justified,

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman ¥ield
there?

-Mr. HADLEY. Yes,
Mr. GARNER. Is not one reason why the average rate is
what it is because of the American valuation of coal-tar
products?
Mr. HADLEY. Of course, if we had the foreign valuation it
goes without saying that the rates would be much higher.
Mr. GARNER. Then, if you had the American valuation ap-
plied to other schedules you could materially reduce those
schedules?
Mr. HADLEY. I could not say. The result might be the
same, but the rate would probably be lower,
Mr. GARNER. Wherever you have the American valuation
the rate would be less, You retain it in this bill
Mr., HADLEY. It is important in its application to new
products, and the gentleman from Texas is well aware, as the
recital in the statement I have made sufficiently shows, that in
the chemical and coal-tar dye industries they are rapidly de-
veloping new products, the cost of which can not be accurately
ascertained. Therefore the American valuation is of peculiar
application to these products which are a necessity both in war
and in peace, and the committee was unwilling in the present
stage of the industry, with the cartel situation existing in Ger-
many, fo recommend a departure from the American valuation
in sections 27 and 28 of the present law.
Mr. Chairman and Members, I think the chemical industry
faces a very bright future if we maintain the rates that are
provided in this bill. We have revised the rates to meet com-
petitive conditions and we have endeavored to consider the
cost situation in making those modifications. We have been
very careful not to increase the rates beyond what we believe
would represent the true differential under competitive condi-
tions. We have endeavored to meet the situation fairly and
reasonably. It may be that there are cases in this and in
other schedules where all the facts have not been adeguately
gleaned, but we have endeavored to obtain all the facts in our
subcommittee and in the other subcommittees, too. However,
it may be that those who have peculiar knowledge of their
own industry may present additional facts, and opportunity
is to be offered, as I understand, for such showings to be made.
I want to =ay, in behalf of those who worked with me in the
subecommittees on this and other schedules of which I have
had the honor to be a member, that they were diligent in their
work and gave laborious attention to every detail. T assure
the Members of the House that the revision of the chemical
schedule has not been an easy task.
It is our conscientious conviction, however, that the con-
clusions reached, as expressed in the pending bill, are sound
and will further promote and develop this great field of national
activity. [Applause.]
The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Wash-
ington has expired.
Mr, GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. Hurr]. [Applause.]
. Mr, HULL of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, I had hoped that
'this Congress and the national administration would take ad-
vantage of the present wonderful opportunity to make a broad
| survey and searching examination and analysis of our financial,

industrial and economic conditions, to visualize the true place
. that this great country occupies in the present world situation,

preliminary and preparatory to the wisest and most modernized
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fiscal legislation. Such course would have involved broad vision
and constructive statesmanship with the ability and disposition
to recognize and grasp all important phases of our present eco-
nomic conditions as revealed by our export and import trade,
commercial policy here and elsewhere, growing surpluses of
domestic industries and their disposition, our foreign debts, our
present domestic industrial structure, its general advantages
and disadvantages in productive efficiency and ecapacity, and
other governing facts important for present consideraticn.
From a debtor country, from an inferior nation in industry,
finance, and trade prior to the war, the United States emerged
in the postwar period as the industrial and financial leader of
the world, She had developed character, efficiency, leadership,
and resources unrivaled in history.

A reexamination of the Fordney tariff structure, with a view
to ascertaining what changes would be advisable in our tdriff
and commercial policy, at this stage, in the light-of the great
transformation that has taken place in the industrial, commer-
cial, and economic affairs of this country and the world since
1913, was a vital part of such investigation and inquiry. But to
my extreme disappointment none of these steps have been taken,
but instead “the hog has returned to his wallow, and the dog
to his vomit.”

Notwithstanding the complete changes here and everywhere,
social, political, financial, and industrial, as I have stated, our
Republican friends have not undertaken to visualize or deal
with a single phase of these new conditions and to prescribe a
modified and modernized economic policy that would enrbrace
their sound interpretation. We behold instead a typical old-
time Republican tariff revision, with its logrolling, bargaining,
and intriguing, trading and trafficking, and other conditions
bordering on open scandal, from all of which most people would
gladly turn away. Instead of a new policy of moderate tariffs
with fair and liberal commercial or trade policy, based on the
favored-nation doetrine in its unconditional form, it is now pro-
posed further to build all our economic policies around the doe-
trine of extreme nationalism or isolation, with diserimination
or retaliation as our chief commercial policy, ignoring the patent
fact that the future progress and prosperity of this country

requires expanding production and expansion of foreigh markets. |

I frankly admit that when I read the Brazil speech of Presi-
dent-elect Hoover some weeks ago, in which he proclainred the
broad doctrine that “international trade to-day is the lifeblood
of modern civilization,” I had strong hope that he would return
here and be able to impress this sane and statesmanlike view
upon his legislative associates at the national Capitol. But sad
to say, all visions of our real domestic problems, of international
trade, or any other phase of international economic affairs, have
been brushed aside, and we come back, as we did 60 years ago,
to that narrow, unscientific, and selfish policy of upward tariff
revision. Secretary Hoover, to my surprise again, after his
return here, undertook to narrow the implications of his speech
in Brazil. In his message a few days ago he said:

It would seem to me that the test of necessity for revision is in the
main whether there has been a substantial slackening of activity in an
industry during the past few years, and a consequent decrease of
employment due to insurmountable competition in the products of that
industry. It is not as if we were setting up a new basis of protective
doties. We did that seven years ago.

Then a second thought occurred to the President, and he
could not restrain its expression:

In determining changes in our tariff we must not fail to take into
account the broad interests of the country as a whale,

He seemed fo realize that somebody might not think of the
broad interests of the country but only their individual, selfish
interest in connection with the making up of these rates.

And such interests—
The President proceeds—

include our trade relations with other countries. It is obviously unwise
protection which sacrifices a greater amount of employment in exports
to gain a less amount of employment from imports.

There is the germ of a modernized thought that is preemi-
pently applicable to our present-day situation which has been
wholly and hopelessly ignored in the policy embraced in the
pending bill.

Mr. Chairman, I desire to state the first impression I now get
from the gitunation, as follows:

Viewed from the practical standpoint, there are to-day but
two groups of economic thought that will have the least oppor-
tunity in the early future to define and write our tariff and com-
mercial policy. Their economic views and practices differ widely
and fundamentally. Those who would make themselves factors
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in the formulation of our tariff and trade policies, therefore,
have no alternative but to support one of these groups and op-
pose the other. The one, which at present is in control, consists
of the chief tariff beneficiaries in hard-and-fast alliance with
the dominant elements of the Republican Party. These benefi-
claries finance that political organization and in return dietate
in the main their own tariff rates, high and indiscriminately—
rates based on no formula and no standard of measurement,
The chief object is to shut out all competitive importations,
direct, indirect, or remote, with no concern for foreign trade.

| This is the policy of the embargo or sumperprotection and re-

| Their methods are often notoriously corrupt. Their standard of
| political morality is low. Demoecrats must realize that these
! sinister forces will continue thus to dominate the Goyernment

and its economic policies unless the opposition, regardless of
its different shades of more moderate tarill opinion, unites to
prevent it.

The other and opposing group of economic thought challenges
this policy of marrow and extreme nationalism, its methods and
practices, and demands, first, that an impartial Congress, un-
controlled by and divorced from tariff beneficiaries, but fair
and friendly toward all sections and classes of legitimate busi-
ness, shall have the untrammeled function of formulating and
writing our tarifi and commercial policy. The forces compris-
ing this economie group wounld moderate the existing extreme

| visions in the sense of inereasing tariff benefits are ever upward.

| tariff practices and liberalize our commercial policy at present

based on discrimination or retaliation alone. They would
frankly recognize the nature of the present high tariff structure
and the fact that certain segments of industry have been artifi-
cially developed under its shelter. They would oppose further
revision upward, but undertake gradual and careful revigion in
the opposite direction to a level of moderate or reasonably com-
petitive rates which, while guarding against any conditions of
domestiec monopoly and at the same time safeguarding all effi-
cient industries against abnormal imports, would place all in-
dustry and business on a sounder and healthier basis.

This program coupled with liberal commercial policy calen-
lated to insure wider and better foreign markets for our grow-
ing surpluses, would insure the fullest measure of employment
at high wages, increased production at lower cost, and splendid
profits to capital. To this end the aid of a capable and unbiased
fact-finding commission would be invoked at every stage. The
general publie interest alone would be the test. When this step
in revision and liberalization shall have been accomplished, then,
under improved and changed conditions will come the occasion
for every person to seek such further, final, and detailed revision
as his individual views may suggest.

If one is in serious sympathy with the present combined
political and embargo tariff forces, for whom such men as
Mellon, Lippitt, and Grundy are spokesmen, he should openly
aIl]y himself with them, otherwise he should fight on the other
side. :

Now, Mr. Chairman, as an illustration, and I am trying to
get at the practical workings of the forces in this counfry that
now dictate our tariff and commercial policy. I care not a
baubee for individual views or theories about the tariff for the
purpose of the present sitnation. The practical side of it is
that certain combined forces in this country are in control of
the Government, They stand for embargo rates for manufac-
turing and industry and they undertake at all times to retain
their dominance over the American people. Now, one is called
upon either to get in behind their leadership and follow them
in the preparation and enactment of their tariff policies, in
which they may honestly believe, or one must resolutely an-
nounce that he is not in sympathy with that policy of extremism,
and ecast his lot with those opposition forces whose first objective
is to check this constant revision upward and head it back
the other way, and then proceed, with the aid of a fact-finding
commission, until a decent level, both as to the tariff and com-
mercial policy, shall have been reached. As I see it, that is
the situation presented here to-day, and strange to say, Mr.
Chairman, some other very prominent facts have now disclosed
themselves with respect to the present course of those in control.
They now holdly announce that they propose, in effect, to aban-
don all pretense of formulas or standards of tariff measurement
and to go back to the old Republican steam-shovel method under
which tariff rates were heaped on indiscriminately and moun-
tain-high, upon the assumption that domestic competition would
keep prices down to a decent level. That is a part of the
fundamental policy written in the present bill. {

I must say that our Republican colleagues on the Ways and
Means Committee, whatever other qualities they may possess,
had no inferiority complex when it comes to writing the rates
for certain classes of industry. In the pending bill we are in-

viting the farmers again to sit on the side lines, while industry
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romps about in the middle of the Iot and writes high rates
that fit their own selfish desires. The Fordney tariff, as I indi-
cated a while ago, is taken as the basis of the present and future
tariff policy. That means that most of that structure is already
prohibitive of any direct competition. Those prohibitive rates
are left undisturbed in the main, and our friends propose to take
and adopt that as our permanent tariff structure, and add to it
as we go along, which means the stoppage of the small air holes
that have revealed themselves since 1922,

In other words, Mr. Chairman, we all know that every tariff-
seeking industrialist in the country would have been here de-
manding increased rates had he not been more than satisfied
with the rates he has had since 1922.

This means he hag an embargo, because no man living has
ever seen greed limited by léss than embargo tariff rates in
this country.

If it were not for the tragedies growing out of tariff policies
I could gather my year-arcund amusement from the operations
and performances of those who seek tariffs and those who
enjoy tariffs—visualizing the lobbyists, their movements, their
trading, their intriguing, their machinations, and visualizing
those who get benefits and those who do not, and see those who
come here and logroll and get what they want and then go out
from this Capitol singing that old song:

I care not for the stars that shine,
I only know that I've got mine,

[Laughter.]

This is the spirit that characterizes these performances.

The farmer is given high rates chiefly on products he raises
for export. The tariff on these yields no benefits.

The farmer ought to be well contented with the rates on all

of his products produced for export, and that is the major por-
tion of them. Perhaps 90 per cent of his acreage produces
surpluses that must be exported. On hogs and lard and all
those kinds of products; also corn, oats, rye, barley, tobacco,
cotton, hay—in the main the farmer is given anything he wants:
and you know, my friends, I sometimes grow amused when I
see Secretary Mellon, for instance, with his 76 per cent on
aluminum kitchen ware, 100 per cent effective, under the oper-
ation of which that company, with a seven and a half million
dollar paid-in capital, has now grown until its net worth is over
$250,000,000—I can visualize Secretary Mellon going to the ecorn
raiser with his 15 cents a bushel on corn and telling him that
“tariff protection has become the accepted American policy,”
and he coddles that corn grower until he teaches him how to
repeat that sentence, with his 15 cents a bushel on corn. Tt
might as well be 15,000 cents, and yet he is asked, and too often
agrees, to cast his economic fortune with a great industry that
is getting 76 per cent or 100 per cent of its T6 per cent tariff
benefits.

I can visualize our tin-plate people, and my distinguished
friend the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Hawrey] was unfortu-
nate in his references to the tin-plate and the aluminum people
as examples of keeping down domestic prices. I reecall that
when we put 215 cents a pound on tin, Mr, William B. Leeds
and Daniel B. Reed said, “ Well, if you are going to give us
$50 a ton, we will go down into Indiana and put up a plant and
get rich quick,” and within 15 years one of them had made
$15,000,000; I think had bought the Rock Island Railroad and
gambled it off for another system or two, and William B, Leeds
in 20 years had made about $40,000,000, and his family have been
basking in international society ever since, There is a situa-
tion where domestic competition did not keep prices down and
where we had excessive tariff rates.

The tin-plate manufacturer, sitting behind his tariff at $22.40
a ton, tells the grower of oats, with his worthless tarift of 15
cents a hushel, that * tariff protection has become the accepted
American policy.” The manufacture of pocketknives, with his
effective tariffs of 183 per cent, shouts to the bacon and lard
producer, with his worthless tariffs of 1 and 2 cents a pound,
that * tariff protection has become the accepted American pol-
iey,” and so on through a long list of rates which give industry
from 3 to 5 and 10 to 1 advantage over agriculture as a whole.
And, too, this is equivalent to saying that scandalous logrolling,
notorious high-tariff lobbying and trafficking, and wholesale
corruption of State electorates as in Pennsylvania, which always
follow in the wake of superprotection movemrents, have become
“the accepted American policy”; and that chronic conditions
of depression and bankruptey in agriculture and serious depres.
sions in all surplus-producing industries—the inevitable condi-
tions under extreme high tariffs—have become * the accepted
American policy.” :

I want to call the attention of the House to the fact that the
present revision does not contemplate rate reduction but only
rate increases, with a few scattering exceptions, and I was

\
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about to say a moment ago In regard to President Hoover's
message, his message only contemplates rate increases in this
country, increases on top of the embargo structure of the Ford-
ney Act, enacted in 1922, There is no plan or purpose or desire
to even consider whether we should have any tariff reduction
in any given instance.

Mr. Chairman, this bill sharply raises the question of
whether a tariff rate can ever be made too high, and also the
quéstion of whether this Government would ever, under any
circumsiances, reduce any particular number of tarifl rates
The negative of this policy is put forth by this bill

Since the religious and other wars of the sixteenth century,
economic questions and problems have been the germrs from
| which most important wars have sprung. Economic questions
' more than all others will engross the attention of this country
and the world for many years to come. Our economic imperial-
jsm and isolation to-day are more unpopular than Germany's
military imperialism in 1914. Since the coming of the income
tax, the chief demand for high tariffs has been nrainly based
on considerations of proteetion. None would urge tariff taxa-
tion from the standpoint of equity, because it is essentially a
class tax. None would urge it to reduce transportation costs,
because it substantially increases such costs, None would urge
' it as a means of encouraging-export trade, because it seriously
obstructs export trade. Nome would urge it as a means of
reducing domestic production costs, because it materially in-
| ereases such costs, None would urge it in reduction of living

costs, because it boosts living costs. None would urge it as a
| means of promoting fair and friendly trade methods and prac-

tices, because it invites or challenges trade reprisals and retalia-

tions. Nonme would urge it as an aid to the payment of our
| foreign debts, with interest, because it seriously obstructs such

payments. None would urge it except those who would increase
| the prices of their own production. Even the chief beneficiaries
" are-not so enamored with high tariffs as honestly to approve
tariff protection for materials they must purchase, and they
strangely reject the principle whenever it burdens the cost of
. their materials. This is due to the axiomatic principle that
\ tariffs operate as a simple transfer of property of the producer
|who does not get its benefits to the producer who does, and is
r]tl:erel:w able to increase hig prices to the former.

Now, on farm relief—we are ostensibly convened here for the
purpose of farm relief. I hesitate to make the personal refer-
ence, but in order that I may not be misunderstood I do venture
to say that for many years I have been tied up with seven or
eight farms. I know something about farm conditions and
about the agricultural situation, and I speak sympathetically in
what I say.

When I recall that the highest and finest types of our civili-
zation in all the centuries past originated among rural people,
that the cities have never been able to preserve and maintain
those high types in a permanent way, but that they have always
found their last retreat back among that sturdy yeomanry that
reside in the rural sections—when I contemplate this situation
I naturally fall in with Thomas Jefferson’s ideas that we should
g0 conduct our national policies as to maintain an eguilibrinm
between agriculture and industry in this country [applause];
that we should not allow one to submerge the other; that we
should keep them on a balance just as we keep our three depart-
ments of government on a balance; that this more nearly than
all other policies is calculated to gnarantee the permanency of
a free republic. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, if I may be pardoned for just a moment, I
want to read what I have been offering for some years here to
the House in the form of a resolution in connection with farm
relief :

Tariff revision downward, thereby materially ‘diminishing the
farmer's cost of production, cost of tramsportation, cost of
living, and liberal trade policies to promote wider and better
foreign markets for surpluses; financial and other aid and en-
couragement of efficiency in agriculture and in the wider expan-
glon and development of cooperative organizations in each
branch of the agricultural industry for the purposes of trans-
portation and marketing; and also production to the extent
practicable and desirable.

Mr. Chairman, let me pause here to say that if I had my way
1 would spend $25,000,000 in a three years' campaign to promote
greater efficiency in agriculture in every county in the United
States. T would spend $25,000,000 in another three years’' cam-
paign to promote agricultural cooperative organizations and
teamwork, a sort of get together, to obtain work on the part of
those who might become members,

1 now read further: Continued exemption from antitrust laws
of farm cooperative organizations or associations. Any addi-
tional and more desirable short-term and other credit facilities
actually necded and justified by good business principles.

A
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Reduction and readjustment of railway rates, especially as te
agricultural products. Abolition by the States of State taxes on
farm lands, with the possible retention of a small rate for
schools, leaving the same for counties and villages. Systematic
suppression of monopolies in the distribution of farm products.

Speedy reenactment of a bill with a revolving fund, providing
for the purchase and orderly marketing of the surplus of the
principal basic agricultural commodities, and the stabilization
of prices on a reasonable basis. ;

The greater utilization of the Missisgippi and other important
water courses for the transportation of farm products, and the
fullest utilization of water power on farms and for farm pur-
poses. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, in 1921 Congress deliberately enacted the farm-
ers’ emergency tarifft bill for the relief of agriculture. The
farmers were assured that so far as tariff relief was concerned
they would be more than satisfied. In 1922 the farm leaders
were given carte blanche to add to these rates in the Fordney
Act, and that was done. They coupled np that with the flexible
tariff provision and assured agriculture that if any rate had
been overlooked the flexible provision would remedy it.

The point I make is that our friends in control of the Gov-
ernment took this first tariff step in 1921, tlie second tariff
step in 1922, and now we are solemnly convened here to-day to
do the identical thing over again, and that is to place agricul-
ture on *“an economic equality with industry” through the
tariffs. I want to say that if my Republican friends had any
disposition, or if it was in their power to do something more
for agriculture by tariff than they did in 1921 and 1922, why
have they not invoked the flexible provision during all these
years if their effort or desire was to serve the needs of agri-
culture? [Applause.] With a provision of that kind fo serve
the needs of everybody, and especially agriculture, they -have
not availed themselves of it except as to two or three farm
products, with the result that we turn up here to-day, to use a
local expression, solemnly convened to do what this agency has
failed to do or attempted to do. It seems to me the farmers
of America would finally get their eyes open.

Somebody says, look at what we have done for agriculture
in the way of the tariff. Is there any person in this country
who does not by this time recognize that under the leadership
and domination of the manufacturers, writing their own tariffs,
controlling the Government, that any farm tariff relief that
could possibly be devised has not come within a thousand miles
of placing agriculture on a parity with industry. [Applause.]
The results speak for themselves: The value of farm property
which had risen from $41,000,000,000 in 1910 to $78,000,000,000
in 1920, had fallen to $58.255,000,000 in 1926, and apparently
has since fallen still further. The value of farm products,
which had risen from $7,886,000,000 in 1913, to $14,634,000,000
in 1920, had fallen to $12,080,000,000 in 1926.

At the same time the factory value of manufactured products,
which had risen from $23,987,000,000 in 1914 to $43,653,000,000
in 1921, had risen further to $62,721,000,000 in 1927. The
capital of manufacturers, which had leaped from $22 773,000,000
in 1914 to $44,325,000,000 in 1919, has since been very greatly
augmented. Furthermore, near 4,000,000 persons on farms
have been driven off and sent into industry in order to live since
1920. Near 90 per cent of the farm acreage of 360,000,000
planted to crops, which in part must be exported, get no tariff
benefits. When we consider annual market losses, in addi-
tion to those of capital, agrienlture is $30,000,000,000 to $40,-
000,000,000 worse off since 1920, while industry is muoch more
than correspondingly better off.

In the face of these physical facts and tragic results, we are
assembled here to enter upon the third round of preaching
tariffs to the American farmer. And I would to God this great
House could forget politics for one week, forget the narrow
selfishness for one day, study the real economics of the situa-
tion, and sit down and write a tariff bill which would do justice
to the American people. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I need not elaborate on what has happened
to agriculture. To-day the prices the farmer has to pay are 65
per cent higher on the average than before the war, while the
prices that he gets for his products are only 28 per cent higher.
That is the range between his income and his outgo after seven
years of copper-riveted tariff protection, guaranteed to place
agriculture on an economic equality with industry. I would
be disloyal to every conviction I have and to every considera-
tion of agricultural interests if I did not frankly state to the
American farmer what I conceive to be the true economics
of this situation as it relates to him. Our farm leaders have
one option. They can either get in behind the industrial lead-
ership of Messrs, Mellon, Grundy, Lippitt, and the spokesmen
of those combined forces that are now in control and who
write their own rates for industry, which are always higher
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in every succeeding revision, to the increased injury of agricul-
ture, which must stand by and take a few scattering crumbs
that come to agricultural specialties, making agriculture the
handmaiden of industry, reducing it to the beggarly condition of
peasantry, or they can, like the great Senator Dolliver, of
Iowa, like the great La Follette, of Wisconsin, rise deliberately
and courageonsly fight for the true economiecs of their section of
the country. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I would to God we had them with us to-day. You wonld
hedr a rattling of dry bones such as has not occurred in this
Capitol in a generation. Agriculture, as stated, is thirty to

| forty billion dollars worse off to-day than it was in 1921, and
industry is forty to sixty billion dollars better off than it was
in 1921, and yet we stand up here with straight faces and pre-
tend that we can place agriculture on a parity with industry
by means of the tariff, [Applause on Democratic side.]

Mr, Chairman, as illustrating how this system works, as I
said, we might as well be calling up doodle bugs as to stand
around and express individual tariff ideas, ignoring the forces
that write the tariff laws in this country. There is the key
to the situation. The forees down yonder will later on write
the laws to govern this matter, and I am going to deal with
them. I am not going to stand around here with my hands
in my pockets talking about theoretical ideas of the tariff.

Mr. Grundy was called down here in the Pennsylvania elec-
tion scandals as a witness, and they asked him why they had
spent a great amount of money to corrupt the entire State elec-
torate up there, and he promptly said—and that was his
philosophy, in which he frankly believed—that they were doing
that because “ we were trying to select candidates for office who
were in harmony with the Mellon-Coolidge economy ideas.”
Secretary Mellon was quoted as saying that this was like giving
money to a Sunday school. There is the whole story. The cur-
tain was accidentally drawn aside to show how the chief tariff
beneficiaries financed the political party with which they are
allied and how they are willing to go to any length to see that
their forees control this Government. Are you with these cor-
rupt embargo tariff forces or against them? This is the ines-
capable issue now and hereafter.

My friend the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. TiLsox]
some months ago gave out a statement to the effect that when-
ever there is any tariff revision it must be by its “friends,”
and you know when he said that it must be by its friends he
meant by its beneficiaries. He meant Joe Grundy and former
Senator Lippitt, and those who had put up the money and who
come here as a matter of right to dictate the law. I hear some
gentlemen complain around here now that they are not getting
what they want out of this bill. If they will think back they
will probably recall that they did not put their money into the
camwpaign jackpot in 1928, and that is the key, without impugn-
ing anybody's motives on this floor, because they are simply a
part of the system here, and they have to go along with it or

~ rebel and be kicked out.

They say that tariff protection has become the accepted
American doctrine. My inquiry is, What kind of protection
and what kind of tariff, and who writes it? These gentlemen
mean an entirely different thing from what some Republicans
and Democrats of the House mean here when they echo that
sentence, These gentlemen mean embargo protection on their
respective industries. That is the only * accepted policy ™ they
would stand for or put up their money to maintain, That is
the policy that we are asked to go in on in return for some
measley benefit upon some local item, and you know, Mr. Chair-
man, the great tragedy of this situation is that too many of
fhe American people do not stop to figure out the net benefits,
if any, they do get out of the tariff rates. They are more often
net losses. If they see a little gross benefit somewhere, they
fall for that and then unite with the most antiquated, hide-
bourd, extreme high-tariff beneficiaries and follow their leader-
ship under this system of superprotection. That is what I am
opposed to. I can not conscientiously get behind that group,
and I will not do so.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas.
man yield?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Yes.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman from Ten-
nessee please explain to the House just how the so-called
high protective-tariff system will be injurious to the people?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. If the gentleman has not found
that out before now, I am sorry for him, I am going right
along, to be frank with the gentleman,

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. I have not heard any explana-
tion at all. Perhaps I amr too dense and incapable of com-
prehending the gentleman’s lucid explanation, but I can not
understand it

Mr, Chairman, will the gentle-
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Mr. HULL of Tennessee, If the gentleman is incapable of
understanding, it is not his fault, as one gentleman onece said
of another; it is the fault of God Almighty, perhaps, who made
him. Mr, Chairman, I am going along. Every kind of propa-
ganda is put out to indoectrinate people into; not moderate
protection, not reasonable protection, or sensible or practical
protection, but embargo protection, mainly for industry. I
shall illustrate it by citing the Fordney Act in a few minutes.
They cite Jefferson, Madison, Jackson, and some more of
those statesmen back yonder years before the tariff had be-
come of enongh importance to ecall for any fundamental
thought or consideration, in support of present tariff pro-
hibitions. But if we want to know how they, if back here,
would act to-day, we mneed only to consider their economic
philosophy, which everyone well understands, and apply it to
this present-day condition. If you could visualize Jackson
going to bed with Nicholas Biddle, then you could figure Jack-
son getting behind Grundy, Lippitt, and those fellows who
are now advocating an embargo for the exclusive benefit of a
limited number of people. The same is true as to Madison
and Jefferson. The fact is that under later Democratic rule,
after 1830, they recognized that a portion of business had been
built up artificially and that they must keep up relatively
high rates on it for a time, and that other rates could at once
be materially reduced and still other rates swept aside,

That condition prevailed from 1831-32 to 1860. The trend
of tariffs was steadlly downward. Since then just the oppo-
site course has prevailed. During the Civil War, when the
rates had gone up to mountain-high elevations, every statesman
promised later to reduce those rates. After that war we
had a plethora of money, high wages prevailed, and the
country went on a joy ride, just as was the case after the
recent World War. But after the Civil War our manufactur-
ing friends got together and, observing that the country was
asleep, decided to make that high war tariff the permanent
peace system,

And so after the recent World War we had some sporadic.

imports on account of collapsed exchanges and currencies
abroad. Then the Congress hurriedly threw together the pro-
visions of the Fordney-McCumber Act. No man living will
suy its provisions were based on any tariff formula or on any
facts relating to the foreign or domestic production costs.
They professed to construct those abnormally high rates on
account of the alleged emergency, and they were referred to
with condemnation by most of the Republican press of the
country. But the framers vowed that they were enacted in
order to meet the temporary abnormal war conditions.

The flexible provision of the tariff was then enacted, with
at least the implied promise that it would be used as we
emerged from those abnormal conditions, to bring these rates
down to a reasonable peace basis. Instead of that, the benefl-
ciaries are running Yrue to form now, and are complacently
announcing that those massive struetures in the Fordney-
McCumber tariff law shall be untouched, except to make in-
creases, and shall be made the permanent tariff policy of this
country, just as was done following the Civil War.

I am going to read to you soon a few figures showing its
operation. Now, in order to maintain this system a great many
catch phrases and slogans are put out, because democracies are
governed largely by slogans and catchwords. One of these is
the statement that the Fordney-McCumber Act has yielded
$200,000,000 more revenue annually than was yielded by the
act of 1921, and that therefore it is mot prohibitive. An ex-
amination and analysis will clearly differentiate between any
phase of protection embraced in that bill and the revenue fea-
tures. England, for instance, with her free-trade policy, raised
$590,000,000 this year. In 20 minutes the other day I checked
off 20 or 30 items of imports showing how 75 per cent of our
revenue for 1927 had come in. That 75 per cent came in at
an average duty of 55.3 per cent. There is the real range of
the Fordney-McCumber tariff structure in its exactions. I
append the table to my remarks. The most of those revenues
came either from articles that we do not produce enough of
here and which we must import, such as wool, burlaps, sugar,
and tobacco, and from specialties and novelties which are not
directly competitive with domestic production. You will find
85 per cent of the revenues under the Fordney-MeCumber Act—
that is, $574,000,000 for 1927—do not come from competitive
products that come in here, but from sugar and tobacco and
wool and other commodities of which we do not produce enough
for our supply, such as figs and walnnts, and also specialties.
There is where most all of your revenue comes from.

You know, Mr. Chairman, we could take sugar and wool and
three or four other items and increase the rates and thus get
a billion dollars revenue, and we would then have the balance
of the tariff structure, the competitive portion, prohibitive and
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bombproof, and then we would have nothing to do but to bring
‘n free a great mass of materials that we do not produce, just
as is oceurring under the Fordney-MeCumber Aect.

That is the truth, so far as this great bugaboo about the
increase of revenue since 1922 is concerned. We now get £130,-
000,000 revenue from sugar, or $60,000,000 more than in 1621;
$£32,700,000 from flax, hemp, and jute, or $19,000,000 more than
in 1921; $25,881,000 from raw wool, 2 net gain over 1821;
$0,754,000 from ferro alloys, a similar net gain; $12,164,000
from precious stones, a net gain of $5,000,000; £11,616,000 from
wood schedule, a net gain of §10,000,000; $9,500,000 from oil
seeds, a net gain of $6,250,000; $39.000,000 from wool manufac-
tures, a net gain of $21,000,000, due mainly to fabrie specialties
not competitive, and oriental rugs, chiefly at much higher prices
than domestic. This class of illustrations could be easily ex-
tended, which, with other specialties, not competitive, reveal
the real sources of present Treasury revenue, as they do the
articles yielding the same.

1 point these out in order that you may see the actual opera-
tion of the rates which, however, shed no light on the great
mass of concealed rates that are prohibitive. And yet, here we
git, proposing to revise rates upward. There is only one coun-
try in the world with a higher rate structure than ours, al-
though ours could and should be much lower.

Spain has a structure the index number of which is about 40;
ours comes next, standing at 37; France is third at 30; and
on down to England with 5; the Netherlands with 6 or 7; and
other countries with small index numbers. Yetf, Mr. Chairman,
we took the lead in 1922 and earried the world along with us in
the direction of these extraordinarily high-tariff structures.
We hear vociferous talk by high-tariffi champions about our
volume of imports and exports. The unvarnished truth is that
in per capita exports the United States stoed No. 12 in 1927.
In per capita imports for 1927 the United States stood No. 14.
These cold figures should disillusion and induce our boasters to
subside in some degree. I append the list of countries and
their per capita imports to my remarks.

Now, on the question of imports. They say that imports have
come in here. You know, my friends, the great trouble with
the American people is that they are too busy to sit down and
make a study of anything except their private business propo-
sitions. Take the import situation. We have principally been
importing silk, rubber, wood pulp, paper, burlap, and those
kinds of commodities. There is where our increases mainly
have been. If you want to get at the real protective condition
under a tariff law, however, you must look at the imports of
finished duntiable manufactures. There Is where the competi-
tion comes, if there is any competition. There have been a
great many figures cited here about the increase in imports and
exports. In the first place, those figures are hopelessly mis-
leading unless you convert postwar doilars into 1914 dellars.
For example, our imports of finished dutiable manufactures in
1914 were $364,231,000, if you include burlap. In 1927, on the
same dollar basis, they were $378,546,000. In other words, Mr.
Chairman, we put 160 articles and classifications on the duti-
able list by the Fordney Act and took them off the free list, and
their imports became dutiable, including wool, burlap, and
articles of that kind, we had to buy, and that increased the
amount of the dutiable imports correspondingly. But if yon
count them all in and equalize the dolldr, the imports were
substantially less in 1927 than they were in 1914, and yet,
although our consumption has trebled, here come these giant
industries asking the Government for a rolling chair or a
crutch or similar aid. DBack under the Dingley law the imports
of finished dutiable manufactures increased $200,000,000 in
1907 above those of 1898, and here we are, after 13 years, with
this class of imports below what they were in 1914, asking
higher tariffs. Why, Mr. Chairman, the tetal dutiable imports
of all kinds under the Fordney Act only increased from $1,240.-
000,000 in 1922 to $1,562,000,000 in 1927, and this is more than
accounted for by the transfer of raw wool, burlaps, and 160
other products from the free to the dutiable list, omitting en-
tirely the large increase of sugar and other imports that we
must have. If we equalize the values of dutiable imports for
1927 with those of 1914, for the sake of comparison, the latter
are $766,423,000 and the former $1,041,000,000, or an increase
in 13 years of $275,000,000. Agdin the many transfers from the
free to the dutiable list under the Fordney law would probably
offset this difference. Furthermore, sugar values alone went
from $110,725,000 in 1914 to $264,275,000 in 1927. In striking
contrast to this absence of actual increases in value we find
that under the high Dingley Act total dutiable imports went
from $324,636,000 in 1898 to $790,391,000 in 1907, a period of
only nine years. These figures should explode all this clap-
trap about supposed increases of dutiable imports under the
Fordney Act.
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Now, gentlemen, these present Fordney rates, ag I said, do
not keep out novelties, specialties, and varieties. As you know,
we have a great population in this country that formerly lived
in other countries and many insist on buying from the old coun-
try certain articles, like tomato paste, for example. We have
4 rich population in this country, and we deserve fo have, in
view of our intelligence, ingenuity, and natural resources, The
American people are going to have fresh vegetables the year
round, and their specialfies and novelties regardless of cost,
and when they send abroad to get some specialty in the cotton
industry or in the woolen industry they are going to have it
regardless of tariffs, and it does not eompete in any direct way
or in any damaging way with our production. These purchases
belp pay for our foodstuffs and other exports. We have been
ransacking the earth for novelties, specialties, and curios gince
the war, in order to buy them and bring them in here, and thus
provide our pleasure and our eomfort. If you place a tariff
high enongh to keep themn out, then you create a complete mo-
nopoly in this country for 90 per cent of our domestic produe-
tion, That is the situation that is present here. Our present
tariffs are aiready framed not only to protect the weakest and
most inefficient industry in this eountry, but the most inefficient
individual business in that industry. They are framed to pro-
tect overcapitalization, watered capital, inefficient management,
obsolete and antiquated machinery and plants, and also to pro-
teet against freight rates across our 3,000-mile continent. This
is an anomalous, not to say amazing, situation in the greatest,
richest, and most efficiently productive nation in the world. No
questions are asked as to these phases of industry when tariffs

are demanded. The only question, as a rule, is “ How much do |
you want?” The utter lack of importance of an industry, or its |
lack of justification as an economic or business proposition, is |

never inqunired into as a rule. Most other countries demand a
showing of efficiency in these and all other essential respects
before granting tariffs indiscriminately. Rates thus piled high,
regardless of merit or need, as so strongly typified in the present
Fordney Act, offer a standing invitation and a challenge even to
other countries to raise their rates against our exporis. They
also bring on bitter economie econtroversies, such as we have
with France to-day. This phase presents a tariff evil of out-
standing injury and danger to this country at all times.

I must hasten along,

I am trying to dispose of two or three of these tariff catch
phrases and slogans, Another is that the Fordney Act has been
responsible chiefly for such satisfactory business conditions as
have existed since 1822. Now, as a matter of fact, Mr, Chair-
man, I do not wish to minimize any temporary benefits of tariffs
to certain businesses or any improvements or developments they
might bring somewhat sooner than they would otherwise have
come, but in 1922, as we emerged from the war, most of the
world’s gold had flowed here. No nation in history had such a
great and eflicient manufacturing plant as we had. We were
hopelessly behind with road building and railroad improvements,
s0 we proceeded to spend $1,000,000,000 to $2,500,000,000 a year
in the construction of highways, and that ealled for all kinds of
iron and steel, and timber for bridges and culverts, and pow-
ders, other materials, and for labor at high prices, Then the
automobile expansion set in and they were spending $3,000,-
000,000 to $4,000,000,000 a year and taking nearly 20 per cent
of the iron and steel production, 60 per cent of the plate-glass
production, large quantities of copper, tin, lumber, furnishing
materials, textiles, rubber, gas, and other products, illustrating
that no industry in America can get along without going to
every continent of the earth for some of its materials. So that
made active all these industries, Then the building business set

in, as a result of the long interruption by the war period, and |

they proceeded to spend from $6,000,000,000 to $8,000,000,000 for
brick, cement, furniture, housefurnishings, lnmber, tacks, brads,
rivets, bolts, nuts, and almost every other conceivable article,
with the result that those industries were started,

Then, Mr. Chairman, as you know, at about that time the

installment-buying business started. The people proceeded to |
buy £3,000,000,000 worth of commodities on credif, and that per- |
mitted industry to turn out that much more in advance and |

that gave it that mueh of an increased amount of activity.
Then we proceeded to loan in the aggregate §16,000,000,000
abroad largely to pay for our exports that we were selling to
other people, and that enabled us to turn out from $3,000,000,000
to $4,000,000,000 of additional eommodities, There, and there
alone, in these great industries, wholly nnrelated to the tariff,
we find the major factors in such business improvements as have
occurred since 1922,

I remember that Mr, Leonard P. Ayres, perhaps the ablest
economist in Ameriea, and of the opposiie political faith, affer
a most searching analysis of the economic conditions during
the past 60 years, in 1922 announced that 4 out of every 10
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years, regardless of tariffs, had been years of serious depression,
while the other 6 had been years of very satisfactory or more
than satisfactory business conditions. Perhaps the greafest
libel and economic falsehood ever perpetrated in this country
has been the chronie high-tariff propaganda about alleged busi-
ness conditions as result of the Wilson tariff of August, 1804,
and the Underwood tariff following the World War. If the
Wilson tariff, which was enacted a year after the full force
of the panic of 1893 had come, and which panie conditions dis-
appeared a year before the Dingley law was later enacted, had
any direct relation to that period of depression, then Republican
high tariffs were clearly responsible for the panics of 1873 and
1907. As to the Underwood-Simmons Act, for the years 1919 to
1822, inclusive, our exports exceeded imports by $9,661,000,000.
No nation in peace time ever experienced such powerful trade
advantages as did this country during this 4-year period imme-
diately prior to the Fordmey Act. For 1820 our agricultural
exports, not including forest products, exceeded imports, which
have been grossly exaggerated, by $731,000,000, compared with
an excess of $1,000,000 in 1927. This is the way agriculture
was “ wrecked " in 1920. If the Underwood Act was remotely
responsible for the deflation conditions in 1921, it was even more
responsible for the world deflation at that time, because it first
manifested itself in Europe,

There is the conclusion we would all agree upon, my friends,
if we could divorce ourselves from politics and prejudices and
preconceived notions long enough, as I view it, to look at the
plain economies of this situation,

I have here an analysis——

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Kopp).
from Tennessee has expired.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 30 addi-
tional minutes. [Applause.]

Mr, HULL of Tennessee. I am indebted, Mr. Chairman, to
the House for its courtesy and indulgence, and before glancing
at this analysis I wish to visualize as best I ean the scope of the
application of tariffs with reference to those who get immediate
benefits and those who do not. We have a total of around
28,000,000 wage earners in this country. It is clear that not
more than 15 per cent to 25 per cent of them are in a position

.J to receive any increased wage benefits from tariffs, even theoreti-
| cally. For example, the 3,000,000 wage earners in transporta-
tion have no remote tariff shelter. The nearly 3,000,000 wage
earners in the building frades have no remote tariff shelter.
There are 3,126,000 clerks, typists, and others not in stores, with
no tariff shelter, The 800,000 coal miners have no tariff shelter.
Two million one hundred and forty-three thousand professional
persons have no tariff shelter; 4,242,000 retailers, real-estate

The time of the gentleman

| agents, insurance agents, scores of other kinds of agents,

and so forth, have no tariff shelter. Eight hundred thou-
sand persons in the Federal, State, and local service have no
tariff shelter, and so on.

In this country we have a mineral industry that produces five
and a half billion dollars’ worth of product a year, with 1,090,000
wage earners connected with it, and 95 per cent of the mineral
industry turns out products not related remotely to tariff shel-
ter, such as iron ore, coal, and petrolenm and gas, cement, coke,
and sulphur, and all of the industries of any importance except
zine and lead and those minor industries, such as tale and
bauxite and tungsten out in the district of my friend from Colo-
rado, and 15 or 25 other small items; and yet the 1,000,000
laborers in the branches of the mineral industry with no tariff
shelter are taught year in and year out that high tariffs are
responsible for their high wages and high-living standards. This
is the whole story about the application of tariffs to the mineral
industry.

Then, take the agricultural industry. There are ten and a
half million people laboring on farms, six and a half million
farmers and four million and forty-one thousand wage earners,
I dare say that from 80 to 85 per cent of them are connected
with growth of the staple produets that get no tariff benefit or
no appreciable tariff benefit, such as corn, cotton, most wheat,
tobacco, oats, rye, hay, and barley. So they are out from under
the shelter and yet, year in and year out, they are taught that
such wages as they get and such prosperity as they may happen
to get now and then in some particular line, are due solely and
alone to this embargo system of tariffs.

Then we come to manufacturing production. This turns out
$62,000,000,000 of products each year, or if you will allow for
duplication, it is $41,000,000,000. They employ 8,300,000 wage
earners out of the total of 28,000,000 in the country, and you
would imagine that all these industries are getting tariff bene-
fits and that all of these wage earners in manufacturing indus-
try are getting tariff benefits which are responsible for their
high living conditions and high wages.
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As a matter of fact, take the refined petroleum industry,
which is in the census of manufactures, $2,300,000,000 of pro-
duction, 65,000 wage earners, that do not get any tariff benefits.

Motor vehicles and bodies, 228,000 wage earners, $1,500,000,000
production, no tariff benefits,

Motor vehicles complete, $3,250,000,000 production, 201.000.

wage earners, no tariff benefit,

Lumber and timber products, 473,000 wage earners, $1,500,-
000,000 production, no tariff benefit.

Bread and bakery products, $1,250,000,000 of production,
160.000 laborers, no tariff benefit,

Boots and shoes, $977,000,000 of production and 215,000 labor-
ers, no tariff benefit. And they, by the way, are paid a better
wage than they are in any of the textile industries that are
more highly protected than other industries of the country,

Steam railroad cars and general construction and repair,
$1,248,000,000, 425234 wage earners, no tariff shelter.

Book and job printing and publishing, $1,470,000,000, 255,751
wage earners, no tariff shelter,

Newspaper and periodical printing and publishing, $1,447-
000,000, 117,000 wage earners, no tariff shelter.

Flour-mill products, $1,148,000,000, 31,988 wage earners, no
effective tariff shelter,

Gas, $455,460,000, 46,988 wage earners, no tariff shelter.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, I have a list here comprising from
thirty to thirty-five billion dollars included in the census of
manufacturing production, with around 3,500,000 wage earners,
that does not pretend remotely to get any tariff benefits at all
or to any appreciable extent, and yet these wage earners are
taught, day in and day out, that their high wages and high-living
standards are due solely to tariffs that shelter the industries in
which they work. It is startling and amazing to visualize the
small percentage of production—agricultural, mining, and manu-
facturing—and the eorresponding small percentage of American
wage earners that fall under effective tariff shelter, which, how-
ever, affords highly concentrated benefits to capital.

Mr. CROWTHER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Yes; I always yield to my ferocious
but punectilious friend from New York. [Laughter.]

Mr. CROWTHER. I trust the gentleman from Tennessee will
not class me, after I have asked this question, as one of God
Almighty’s unfortunates as he did the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Serour]. I just want to ask the gentleman at this time
if, by his suggestion, he is making the inference that the men
on our farms in this country and the men who are in the min-
ing and other industries, who, he says, are being taught con-
tinuously this doctrine, are not gifted with ordinary common
sense. The gentleman evidently is suggesting that they are
weaklings and that their lack of intelligence has resulted in
their developing a wrong viewpoint? Let me ask the gentle-
man from Tennessee——

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. 1 can not be interrupted too long,
If the gentleman has a question——

Mr. CROWTHER. Let me ask the gentleman one question:
Does the gentleman think he is out of step with the views that
were voiced by his party last fall, and was he one of the
distingnished Members who answered the telegram and veri-
fied the views of Mr. Raskob and Mr. Smith on the protection
platform that was adopted by the Democrats in the ecampaign
last fall?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Any occurrence that took place a
yvear ago in the minority party of this country is interesting,
but immediate explanations of some of the outrageous pro-
visions in this tarifc bill that is now pending is much more
important than being diverted to go back to those things.
[Applause.]

Mr. CROWTHER. That is just begging the question. I
hope the gentleman may answer my question.

Mr. HULL of Tennessee, The gentleman is extremely anxious
to get awey from the merits of the situation that is immediately
before the House. [Applause.]

Mr. CROWTHER. Oh, no; the gentleman from Tennessee
is just adopting the Yankee method of answering one question
by asking another. [Applause.]

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I asked a pertinent question, any-
way,

Mr. CROWTHER. So did I. I asked a very pertinent ques-
tion and received no answer. [Laughter.]

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Now, Mr. Chairman, I have stated
the labor situation in the mineral, the agricultural, and the
manufacturing industry.

I go to the trouble of bringing these facts out because there
is a complete misapprehension throughout this country as to
just how many people are getting tariff benefits, This is one
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thing T have undertaken to do for the farmers during the
committee hearings.

I have frankly recognized where they get the benefit of the
tariff and to see that they are not fooled and misled by worth-
less paper tariff rates that may be thrust upon them. With all
the clamor for sugar tariffs, the farm census of 1925 shows only
144,000 cane and beet sugar growers, while only 430,000 farms
report sheep, and 42,000 farms in the range and coast States
report two-thirds of the wool values of the country, and they
get the chief portion of the tariff benefits. The farmer with a
gmall flock producing medium or coarse wool, gets no appre-
ciable net tariff benefits. His is a mutton and lamb proposition
for meat, to the extent of three-fourths of his receipts. Should
we raise enough sheep to supply our entire wool consumption it
js more than probable that the meat and lamb side of the sheep
industry would suffer a market glut. Here is an illustration
of the number of the 6,500,000 farmers who derive all sugar-
tariff benefits and the chief portion of those from wool. We
have from 50,000 to 100,000 commercial growers of peanuts, who
get more or less tariff benefits, The same is true as to a num-
ber of the citrus fruits, truck products, and so forth. The
growers of our 600,000,000 bushels of soft wheat get no tariff
benefits, while certain spring or other hard wheat from time
to time gets a small amount, especially when there is a scarcity
of production. I append to my remarks a table showing the
staple products and the acreage wherein no tariff benefits—but
only tariff injuries—are experienced.

Now, on this labor situation I want to finish that by reading
a few figures about production of labor here and abroad. It is
a favorite past time of the champions of embargo protection to
try to fool labor, and I am referring to the system as it exists
when I refer to protection.

¢ In 1925 the value of net production for each dollar paid in
| wages in the United States was $2.50; in England it was $2.14.

fl In other words, in England they paid the labor less than half
| what they paid in this country, but the value of the product

|
J
|

! entire labor cost. That is one phase of this bill.

| turned out for each dollar paid labor was in the ratio just

stated. The wage in this country is $1,280, and in England
$513—40 per cent of that in the United States. But the output
per man was greater. There is the test in comparing wages and
labor cost.

There i8 the actual effect of wages as revealed by the output
per man. Now, take the value produced for each dollar:

Bakery products for the United States, $2.73 for each dollar
paid labor—$2.68 in England. Confectionery, $3.15, and Eng-
land, $2.70. Cotton spinning and weaving, $1.80 in the United
States and $1.75 in England. Woolen and worsted goods, $1.72
in the United States, $§1.92 in England. Over there they do a
little better than we do.

All this claptrap about the wage rates here and England and
Germany throws no light on the actual cost of labor.

I have heard a great deal of talk about raising the tariff on
pig iron to protect wages. I made a computation and found
that the cost of a ton of pig iron was about $20 and the labor
cost was $1.13. Our tariff is $1.1214, so if other countries could
produce it without cost of labor our tariff would offset the
Throughout
the bill wherever it may be feasible to maintain rates to prevent

| excessive and abnormal importations they are two, five, and ten
| times greater than any labor cost would justify.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I yield.

Mr. O’'CONNOR of Louisiana. Would the gentleman express
his thonght as to what would be the ultimate effect of the
$16,000,000,000 loan made to European countries upon our indus-
trial growth?

Mr, HULL of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, I have figures,
tables, and data showing comprehensively for the first time in
this country the range of wage rates, the amount and value of
production per wage earner for each dollar expended for wages
in the United States, England, and Germany. I have already
read some of these fizures as to the United States and England.
Not having the time to present all this data here and now, I
.will append it to my remarks with special emphasis as to its
importance, It deserves to go in the middle of any tariff speech.
It shows that German wage earners only have 40 per cent of
the horsepower of the American; that the English wage earner
has less than 60 per cent of the horsepower of the American.
This data further reveals that the quantity produced for a
dollar of wages is less in Germany than in the United States in
coal, petroleum, sulphur, cement, paper, linen cloth and yarn,
graphite, salt, and so forth. It shows that the wage earner in
Englard receives on the average but 43.96 per cent of the United
States wages, he only produces in quantity 26.39 per cent of
that of the American wage earner, while the value of the produet
of the English wage earner is only 38.64 per cent of that of the
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American. It shows that in the linen-cloth and yarn industry
the German wage earner gets 35 per eent of American wages,
but the value he adds in manufacture is only 33.85 per cent of
that of the American. It shows that in the textile industries
generally German wages are about one-third of American, while
German productivity per worker is about one-third of that of
the American.

Another siriking fact relating to American wage inereases
which this data I am filing as an appendix shows is that pro-
ductivity of labor, wages, and horsepower show virtually the
same relative percentage of increase since 1914, namely: Horse-
power, 44.6 per cent; value of production, 44.89 per cent; and
wages, 47 per cent. Any intellizgent wage earner must from this
be able to see that the manufacturer has not been out a dollar
of extra money for the purpose of wage increases, but the entire
wage increases since 1914 are accounted for by the increase of
productivity per wage earner, both in value and quantity. This
disposes of another outrageous myth that has been worked over-
time by high-tariff advocates,

These figures completely expose the fraudulent propaganda
about *cheap foreign labor.” The increase of productivity,
or the output per man, is the outstanding factor in our high
wages and high living standards. Our vast materials, food-
stuffs, and intelligent American labor place us in a superior
productive position. To these conditions we have but to add
the mechanization of industry to get the full story of low
production costs, high wages, and increased profits. High
wages were first established in the nontariff sheltered induos-
tries, which have continued sinee fo maintain the lead. The
initial step was taken by Henry Ford in 1914, and the law
of supply and demand, coupled with the liberal policy of the
Wilson administration, were the chief underlying causes for
the present system of high wages and living standards which
were firmly established prior to the Fordney Act. There have
been no important increases of wages since 1923. The average
earnings per factory worker were $500 in 1914, $1,181 in 1921,
and $1,280 in 1927. The average earnings thus increased 100
per cent prior to 1922. These figures dispose of the claptrap
to the effect that the Fordney tariff brought high wages and
living standards, which, in fact, came before it and remained
despite it. Secretary of Labor Davis, in his monthly Labor
Review, February, 1928, confirms the view that nontariff-
sheltered industries took the lead in wage increases, while the
textile and iron and steel indusiries were reducing wages under
the Fordney tariff. The review reads as follows:

Heavy factors in the npward trend since 1022 are the trades engaged
in baking, building, stone work, auto driving, freight handling, and
printing,. * * * The building trades and all of these trades ecol-
lectively had a wage rate 26 per cent higher in 1926 than in 1920.
Anthracite coal workers had an inecrease of 10 per eent in the latter
part of 1923. On the other hand, there was a decrease of 32 per
cent in hourly earnings in cotton manufacturing, of 22 per cent in
woolen manufacturing, of 16 per cent im the iron and steel industry,
and of 6 per cent in railroad wages, all as between 1920 and 1926.

And yet propagandists shout * high tariffs and high wages for
labor.” This same publication gives the index numbers of
wages per hour at 100 for 1913, 234 for 1920, and 229 for 1926.
The truth is that many leading manufacturers distributed
hundreds of papers and pamphlets during 1921-22, preparing
the way for the deflation of wages. The new industrial and
business conditions, however, negatived such proposal, and be-
sides they feared to hazard strikes and lockouts for the sake
of wage reductions, The boom in building, railroad improve-
ment, and automobile production set up about this time. These
industries employed more than two-thirds as many wage earn-’
ers as manufacturing, and they had been increasing wages,
with result that tariff-protected manufactures were in an awk-
ward position to make reductions. The outpnt per worker
increased 87 per cent from 1919 to 1925. » Installment buying
also became a factor in industrial and trade expansion. The
increase of wages by the great nontariff-sheltered induostries
during this period created an additional demand for commodi-
ties, and this made increased production possible. The fact
that commodity pricés generally have not been materially in-
creased since the rise of 1923 proves that high wages paid
under the conditions already described did not increase produc-
tion costs, otherwise prices would rise with wages, and we
would get nowhere,

The restriction of Immigration has kept out 8,000,000 aliens
since 1920, who would have materially interfered with the labor
situation, It is undoubtedly frue that the program for the
“return to normaley ” Included the deflation of labor, but it
failed. Labor will always owe a debt of gratitude to the
Wilson administration, which many have not yet even ac-
knowledged. There is a gross misapprehension about high tariffs
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and wages. A great growing new country, sitnated as is ours,
inevitably pays higher wages than other and more-densely popu-
lated and less intelligent countries, There is always a close
relation between the productivity of labor and the wages paid.
A low wage naturally goes with low industrial efficiency, and
generally means a high labor cost. High-priced labor, as a rule,
is the lowest-priced labor. Prior to our high tariffs England
was the highest protectionist country in the world, and yet
there was more difference between her wages and ours then
than at present, with the conditions reversed. If so simple an
expedient as a legislative act can create high wages and living
standards, are all other nations so stupid as not to see and
adopt this remedy? We find, on the contrary, that free-trade
England long paid half as much again wages than any other
country in Europe, including France and Germany, with high
tariffs. Another patent fact that should impress the most stupid
person is that the widest difference in wages in the United
States and England is in the very industries and occupations
which do not and ean not receive tariff protection, such as the
building trades, automobile, transportation, and so forth. Does
not this condition demonstrate conclusively that the difference in
wages here and in England is not at all attributable to tariffs?
How absurd it is in the same breath to argue that even a smaller
difference in wages in manufacturing here and in England is
chiefly or measurably due to tariffs. We have then but to bear
in mind the fact that labor cost in production is in no accurate
sense determined by rate of wages per day or hour. One em-
ployer may pay %5 a day and another $1, but it is generally
found that instead of the first employer paying five times as
much as the second he is in fact employing the cheapest labor,
The only honest way to determine the difference in labor costs
here and elsewhere is to consider a combination of wages, hours,
efficiency of management, and of laber, also the amounts and
values of the products of the labor at the different places.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. If the gentleman will yield
farther, I would like him to express a thought as to what
he thinks should be done with the Philippines in the way of
permitting them to be released of any attachment to us and al-
lowing them to work out their own salvation.

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Yes. Now, Mr. Chairman, I can
only jump from one subject to another and insert the balance
in the Recogp. But on the question of our surplus in this
country. Our Republican friends are blindly supporting a
narrow tariff policy which is one contemplated to safeguard
only the American market and which drags down and sacrifices
economic policy when it comes to applying it to the surplus
products of this country for export.

We have presented here a serious situation and one that is
growing more serious year after year., We have the great agri-
cultural industry, which has a large surplus; the coal industry,
which has a large surplus; the automobile, the machinery,
leather, furniture, copper, oil, lumber, and the medium and
coarser cotton textiles; also silk and woolen, gypsum, shoes,
cement, paints, and many chemicals, naval stores, sulphur, lead,
rubber manufactures, tools, books, and a long line of others
that I could enumerate here, which have serious troubles that
have to do with overproduction. That presents a problem that
we must consider and that we can not evade much longer,
although it is completely left out of the picture in this bill,

Mr. BRUMM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit a
question right there?

Mr, HULL of Tennessee. In just a moment. In 1927 our
world trade was $22,000,000,000 in 1914 values, and that is the
only way that you can compare the increase. If it had increased
at 6% per cent a year, as it had prior to the war, it would
have been $44,000,000,000 in 1914 values for the year 1927. In
other words, the world has only caught up to the extent of 50
per cent on the average with our trade among nations com-
pared to what it otherwise would have been at the 614 per cent
pre-war annual incrgase. That means a loss of $145,000,000,-
000 in international trade since 1914 in 1914 dollars, or in
our present dollars a loss of $200,000,000 since 1914 in our ex-
port trade among the nations of the earth., This reveals the
great obstrnetion of the mutually profitable exchange of goods
among nations, and their consequent inability to buy more of
each other's surpluses.

We have congratulated ourselves on the extent that our ex-
poris have gone up to $5,200,000,000 for this last year and
$4,800,000,000 for 1927, but if you reduce that $4,800,000,000 to
1914 dollars, it amounts to $3,400,000,000 in contrast with
$2 400,000,000 for 1914, so that our increase in exports for 1927
over 1914, fairly compared, are slightly under $1,000,000,000;
and we effected that increase. largely by depuding the world
of its needed gold and by loaning from $14,000,000,000 to $16,-
000,000,000 abroad with which to pay for it. We have {o-day,
and we have had for eight years, Central and South America
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and the eanal opeming out across the Pacific to the Orient, with
800,000,000 consumers over there. If we had exerted one-third
of the effort the automobile industry has in order to launch
and sell $500,000,000 of its products abroad, if we had gone
among these 800,000,000 people and educated them into want-
ing more things and into buying, as the antomobile and other
industries have done, if we had only induced them to increase
their purchasing power $10 each, then there would have been a
reservoir of $10,000,000,000 of purchasing power that could and
would have taken over in recent years every ounce of our sur-
pius production in this country in every important line. But
gler'i have preferred to lie asleep behind high-tariff walls all this
e, 7

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Hawiey]
complacently announces that Americans have the primary right
in our markets. Who, here or anywhere, has ever thought of
questioning the absolute jurisdiction of every government every-
where over its domestic markets? The Chinese proclaimed this
axiomatic fact thousands of years ago when they built their
great wall and proceed literally to keep their markets to them-
selves, It is a singular coincidence, however, that an authorized
Republican spokesman would proclaim and emphasize this fact
Jjust at the time Americans are asking the privilege of entering
the markets of other nations and selling in competition goods
wholly or partly manufactured comprising three-fourths of our
total exports of 1928, The gentleman from Oregon would make
a splendid foreign sales agent for our automobiles, machinery,
cotton textiles, fobaceo, foodstuffs, and other vast surpluses we
are simply compelled to sell elsewhere.

Those favoring the present extreme protective system dismiss
foreign trade with the flippant remark that it only amounts to!
8 per cent or 10 per cent of our total production. How does
this claptrap impress the cotton grower, who must export and
sell abroad from 50 to 60 per cent of his production? The cotton
grower has only to recall the awful war days of 1914, when his
foreign markets were cut off and cotton plunged down to a level
of below 7 cents a pound. How does this view impress our
wheat grower, who must export 26 per cent of his production;
our rye grower, who exports 53 per cent; our tobacco grower,
who exports 40 per cent; our lard producer, who exports 30
per cent; our producers of petroleum products, who export from
30 to 34 per cent; our automobile manufacturers, who must
export from 500,000 to 1,000,000 cars? Suppose, in accordance
with the trick slogan that our 8 to 10 per cent exports are of
no particular consequence, we should fall into a situation
where all these large percentages of cotton and other surpluses
were kept at home, there would be depression and panic un-
rivaled in human history. And yet this is among the strongest
of the so-called arguments that have long been advanced to
maintain extreme high protection.

Every observing person must now realize that each nation,
however self-contained in itself, is interdependent for its trade
and existence with all other nations, Notwithstanding our vast
and superior range of materials, every industry in America
must draw upon the other five continents for more or less of
its materials in order to succeed.

The extreme protective system is defended by the statement
of another fallacy, to the effect that imports displace to a
serious or damaging extent domestic production, whereas the
outstanding purpose of international trade is a mutually profit-
able exchange of commodities. Extreme protectionism gradually
approaches the policy that the Nation will buy nothing from
abroad that can possibly be produced at home, regardless of
cost., Many rates in the present law are confirmatory of this
statement, The broader and saner idea is that, in addition to
exchange between countries of commodities the purchaser does
not produce, there is a rather large range of necessary com-
modities the production of which is not economically justifiable
or which are produced in wholly minor or insignificant quanti-
ties compared with home consumption demands. There is in
this connection, as I have indicated, the further view that a
luxury and semiluxury purchasing nation like ours naturally
buys abroad certain fashions or designs or specialties that
compete remotely or not at all with home production,

Still another phase of this international trade policy is that,
in order to avoid embargo tariffs with retaliation and wide-
spread conditions of domestic monopoly, the rates should be
adjusted so that no domestic concern could feel that it had a
monopoly on the home market by reason of tariffs, except by
furnishing comparable goods at lower prices. Drastic or ab-
normal imports against an efficient industry, as stated, would
be safegunarded against. It was under the operation of these
combined ideas that international trade or barter between
nations has grown and the fullest measure of prosperity has
come to people thus participating. We must not forget that
for every dollar of merchandise exported there must sooner or
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later be a dollar of the same imported. It is, of course, true
that in a wholly minor sense it is possible to transfer money in
payment for goods sold. The overwhelming portion of inter-
national trade, however, comprises goods and services.

Another interesting phase is the fact that our Government
during the war did not loan and transfer the $11,000,000,000 of
actnal money to the allied governments; we let them hqve
goods largely and took their notes in payment, thus retaining
our own supply of money intact. Neither were the $16,000,-
000,000 of private loans made abroad during past years in the
form of money transferred to other countries, but to a partial
extent, but under the mechanism of international trade and
finance our immense volume of tens of billions of exports were
thus measurably paid for. In other words, we have shipped
and sold our exports abroad chiefly on ecredit during recent
years, This country is tremendously dependent upon infer-
national trade, and we can not assist our export industries with
import duties, but on the contrary we impede and throttle them.

We can not overlook the fact that trade among nations is a
mutual rather than a one-sided affair, and that international
cooperation involves exchange, reparation, allied debts, control
of basic raw materials, and numerous other relationships that
no one nation can settle alone. Within a short while the in-
terest and partial payments on our increasing foreign indebted-
ness, now $26,000,000,000, will amount to $1,500,000,000 to
$2,000,000,000. It must be evident to any discerning person
that this country can not much further proceed without incal-
culable economic injury to sit intrenched behind extreme high-
tariff barriers, further safeguarded by a network of discrimina-
tions, reprisals, and retaliations such as we find in the Fordney
Act. For each country thus to surround itself with insurmount-
able trade barriers and pursue the philosophy that it must con-
sume only home-made products but at the same time sell its
surplus to its meighbors and expect to do so indefinitely is to |
live in a fool's paradise.

The United States is a great creditor Nation, possessing enor-
mous quantities and assortments of raw materials and food-
stuffs, and operates the most efficient and huge manufacturing
plant in world history. We have great overproduction capacity
in agriculture, mining, and manufacturing. To undertake to cur-
tail and restrict production in each of these lines to the amount of
home consumption is wnthinkable. This fatuous course would re-
gult in the further raising of our tariff walls, which would be fol-
lowed by extreme high prices, high production costs, and high
living costs, which at no distant period would become unbear-
able, Since tariffs only benefit some at the expense of others,
we would, as we do now, see its victims struggling for any and
all kinds of Government devices to place them on an equality
with tariff beneficiaries. Socialism in the most aggravated form
would be our ultimate fate.

The Nation’s largest problem to-day is gradually to develop
a system of moderate or competitive tariffs with fair trade re-
lations abroad, in order to reduce production costs, transporta-
tion costs, and living costs, and thereby create larger and better
foreign markets for our growing surpluses. We now have
2,000,000 wage earners producing products for export; and
with our surplus productive capacity of $20,000,000,000 to
$25,000,000,000 we could easily have 6,000,000,

Mr. BRUMM. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee, Yes.

Mr. BRUMM. The gentleman made a statement that among
industries that suffered from overproduction was the matter of
coal. Where is that? I happen to come from a coal region,
and we have been idle about two-thirds of the time for about the
last four or five years.

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. If the gentleman could have ex-
ported about a million tons a year he would not have been idle.
That is what I am making clear,

Mr. BRUMM. How are you going to export it when it was
not produced? I would like to get this clear, The gentleman
made a statement in connection with prices that the miner, for
instance, can produce more per day and that, therefore, it is
not the real differénce in wages between the English and foreign
labor and our own. Does the gentleman mean to say that the
efficiency of the American miner makes his wage equal to that
of the foreign laborer? What does the gentleman mean by
that? 5

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I have not the time to go into the
details, but I shall answer it in the Recorb, if the gentleman will
permit. The gentleman is aware of the disadvantage in England
in mining as compared with many parts of our own country and
the advantages on the other hand.

Mr, BRUMM. The gentleman would not consider the effi-
ciency of the American miner as being one of the points of
suffering that he speaks of that the tariff brings to the Ameri-
can laborer?
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Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I think the gentleman wholly mis-
understands me,

Mr. BRUMM. I think I understood the gentleman very well,
but the gentleman does not want to answer it, just as he did
with Mr. SprovuL of Kansas and Doctor CrowTHer, the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. HULL of Tennessee, Mr, Chairman, the point I am try-
ing to stress upon the House is that we have reached the stage
in our trade and industrial affairg that calls for a tariff and
commercial policy that will deal with onr export situation,
expand our foreign markets, and give us those opportunities we
are so richly entitled to. We have, for example, this textile
situation. Just a few days ago the gentleman at the head of
the cotton textile institute, Hon. Walker D. Hines, pointed out
that the real trouble was due to the neglect of the industry to
train agents to go out and gather foreign trade for their surplus
products in the cofton industry. In the woolen situation we
have built our tariff up so high that the American people are
seriously cutting down their purchase of clothing. I shall in-
sert in the Recorp tables showing the inereases that this bill
proposes, running as high as 113 per cent on ordinary woolen
fabrics for the clothing of the average citizen, When a great
nation gets its entire economic structure jacked up on stilrs,
running as high as 113 per cent for ordinary woolen clothing,
we are freading, in my judgment, on dangerous ground, both
as to the woolen manufacturer and grower. I shall insert some
elaborate figures in that connection.

Mr. BROWNING. Will the gentleman state how much cf
that 113 per cent goes to the farmer for the wool?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee, I wish I had the time. As I said,
I want to recognize every tariff benefit that a farmer can get,
but I would not have our little flock owners of 30 or 40 on the
farm for diversification, imagine that they get any net advan-
tages out of any kind of wool schedule that may be furnished.
We all recognize that 42,000 flock owners in 12 States in this
country own about two-thirds of the wool values of this country.
So that when we are allocating wool in tariff benefits we should
give credit to those 42,000 flock owners, and the little flock
owner with his coarse sheep wool, has three-fourths of his re-
turn coming from the meat rather than from the wool, and he
can not felicitate himself on getting any benefit from any wool
structure that may be provided. Agriculture as a whole needs
lower costs of produetion, of living and marketing above all else.

Mr., ESLICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee, Yes.

Mr. ESLICK. Can the gentleman tell us what substantial
benefit the farmer will derive from any of these tariff duties
on farm products?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I will say to the gentleman that I
think we all agree that the Haugen bill was predicated largely
on the proposition that as to most staple agricultural products
the tariff could not be made effective. Unless that 4-year cam-
paign was a farce and a fraud, we can not stand here now and
gay that agriculture as a whole, by any possible arrangement,
can get tariff benefits that will not be hopelessly dispropor-
tionate fo those of industry. ‘I have frankly recognized and
pointed out most of the minor phases or specialties that do get
some benefits,

I have not had the time in the recent rush of business to take
up each item, but we, of course, all realize that an increase
of the dufy on corn from 15 to 25 cents is an absurdity. Even
if you put an absolute embargo on it you still have 95 per cent
of the crop surplus left. The sale of 95 per cent abroad affects
domestic prices as much as the sale of 100 per cent. That is
also true of wheat and cotton and other commodities of which
we produce a substantial surplus. We recognize that the wool-
grower has been getting 1614 cents a pound tariff benefit; butter
nearly 6 cents prior to 1928; sugar, peanuts, certain ecitrus
fruits, some truck products, meats to a small extent at times,
flaxseed, and some other minor gpecialties at times get more or
less tariff benefits; but I can not see how the friends of agri-
culture as a whole can undertake to link agriculture up with the
manufacturer’s embargo tariff structure of this country as a
permanent policy, because under that policy agriculture is
doomed to destruction.

That is why I am not content to go back to my agrieunltural
constituency and say to them, “You are $30,000,000,000 to
$40,000,000,000 worse off after eight years of high ‘tariff, and in-
dustry is $50,000,000,000 better off,” and I will say, “I will vote
against chaining you irretrievably and irrevoeably to the chariot
wheels of this superprotective tariff system of industry.”
[Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, the big central fact in our present tariff pro-
ceeding is that it is proposed to take the Fordney Act of 1922,
which is confessedly prohibitive as to two-thirds to three-
fourths of its rates and classifications, readopt it as our perma-




1210

nent tariff structure and revise it upward by the pending bill.
This is an effort to revive the identical tactics and policy of the
Republican Party when they undertook fo revise similar high
gtructures upward by the passage of the McKinley law and the
Payne-Aldrich law. One basic poliey is that virtually no rates,
however high, shall be reduced, and not even the slightest re-
examination of these rates shall be made at the present time.
The fact that ours is the second highest tariff in the world
to-day should give even Republicans pause. A further truth
that imports of finished dutiable manufactures upon proper
comparison are less to-day than in 1914 should be convincing to
any sane person of the embargo nature of the present law,

Time prevents any elaborate analysis and comment on the
rates of the various schedules. We should bear in mind that the
only possible way to ascertain the height of a tariff system is to
take each important article or commodity and the rates pre-
geribed for the same and compute the tariff effects in each
jnstance. The general average ad valorem equivalent in many
respects does not reflect the true height of a tariff structure, for
the reason that a large number of high rates are prohibitive and
do not appear in the tables of imports and exports, and for
other reasons.

The chemical schedule, though already high, was boosted in
many instances by the Fordney Act. It receives numerous addi-
tional increases in the present bill. Coal-tar intermediates bear
an average duty of 52.40 per cent, with trifling imports of
$926,000. The American valuation system applies. The spokes-
man for the industry during the tariff hearings said that he
had in mind rates that could be reduced, even from his stand-
point of extreme high protection. Naturally these rates on
intermediates with the American valuation are prohibitive to
every practical extent. The rates on dyes, colors, and so forth,
range from 4714 to 61 per cent. Ninety-five per cent of our
quantity requirements are supplied at home, The imports of
$5,419,000 are chiefly specialties or fancy dyes of one sort or
another at extremely high cost. Not over 3 per cent of our total
domestic output is affected by competition, and that relates to
this class of specialties,

Indigo comprises one-third of our total output at 51 to 61 per
cent, with less than nominal imports of $3,567. Sulphur dyes
constitute about one-fourth of our production, with no imports.
We are selling large quantities of indigo and sulphur dyes
throughout the world without fear of competition. The duties
applicable to these are of course prohibitive, with no disposition
to reduce them in the least. It is seriously claimed that large
quantities of dyestuffs, such as indigo, sulphur black, Bismarck
brown, methylene blue, alizarines, fast light red B, and other
colors are to-day being sold in Canada and other countries at
substantially less prices than in the United States. I have com-
parative figures, but.not the time to read them. The situation
therefore, is that the dyestuff industry is insisting on the reten-
tion of American valuation and its present prohibitive rates.
All feel a pride in the chemical industry, but it is not fair for
that great industry to insist on the indefinite retention of rates
and valuation methods that we really intended to be temporary
as well as prohibitive. I could cite quite a list of acids carry-
ing high or substantial rates, with no imports and considerable
exports, which rates are left untouched by the pending bill.

Paints and varnishes carry an average rate of 33% per cent
with exports of $25,611,000 and sporadic imports of $3,765,000;
domestic production, £519,000,000. This rate is prohibitive in
the light of the import and export situation, coupled with the
fact that with a little initiative and industry we counld export
$100,000,000 of paints.

We have $5,185,000 exports of explosives, with $972.000 of
imports at 3639 per cent; domestic production, $72,489,000.
This rate is ridiculously high.

The rate of $5.60 a ton on*ammonia sulphate should be re-
pealed.

Soap carries average rate of 22.62 per cent, with imports of
$1,122,000; exports, $7,860,000; production, $278,273.000. The
labor cost is trifling, This rate is left untouched.

The rate on medicinal and pharmaceutical preparations is
3043 per cent, with exports four times greater than certain
minor imports. In the language of Chairman Hawwrey this
embargo rate “ has worked well.”

The sugar tariff rates proposed are an economic outrage.

COTTON SCHEDULE

I desire to call attention to the embargo nature of most of the
cotton schedule. Most of the medium and all the coarser cot-
ton cloths are being sold throughout the world. The cotton
textile manufacturer is already overburdened with tariffs which
invite other countries to erect tariffs against our cotton-cloth
exports. He needs more reasonable prices on his dyestuffs,
acids, and other materials so as to keep production costs to the
lowest reasonable level. This policy is the key to the increased
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employment of capital and labor and increased exports of cot-
ton cloth and other manufactures. I now cite some of the
figures of imports and exports as follows, under the operation
of the present Fordney law:

There are numerous important increases in the cotton sched-
ule, Cloth of yarn No. 70 is increased from 27.5 per cent to
34.5 per cent. This continues until cloth of No. 90 is increased
from 30 to 41.5 per cent. This relates to cloth not bleached,
printed, dyed, or colored.

The rate on cloth of yarn exceeding No. 90 is 44.5 per cent
ad valorem, compared with an equivalent ad valorem rate
ranging in the main from 31.33 to 33 per cent, with a limitation
of 33 per cent.

Cotton cloth, bleached, carries maximum duty of 44.5 per cent,
contrasted with 33 per cent under the present law.

Cotton cloth, printed, dyed, or colored, carries a maximum
rate of 47.5 per cent, contrasted with 40 per cent under the
present act.

Paragraph 906, cloth in chief value of cotton, containing wool,
60 per cent ad valorem, is entirely new. Present rate, 40 per
cent. According to this arbitrary classification, cloth contain-
ing near 100 per cent of cotton and an insignificant amount of
wool would be transferred to this 60 per cent paragraph.

The Tariff Commission states that imports of cotton cloth are
due primarily to the quality of certain grades rather than to
general price competition—that the price factor is the deciding
one of only a limited number of fabriecs. A majority are im-
ported because of quality or reputation and are sold on the
American market at higher prices than the nearest comparable
domestic fabrics. }

Tapestries and other Jacquard fizured upholstery cloth in-
creased from 45 to 55 per cent.

Pile fabrics, as to velveteens, increased from 50 fo 62.5 per

cent,

Cotton-textile production for 1927 was $1,567,400,000, Im-
ports of semimanufactures dutiable, $3,733,000, at average rate
of 28.09 per cent; exports, §23,996,000. Virtually the only im-
ports are from 41s to 120s and above as to yarns and warps.
Most of these were 68/2 and above.

The Tariff Commission said:

Imports in the finer counts are supplemental rather than competitive.

Imports are specialties and fine counts, such as those used in
lace and lace-curtain manufacture., Domestic ring spun yarns
are cheaper than foreign mule spun and within the range of
counts common to both we have no competition.

Sewing-thread production, $46,409,000; imports, $1,480,000,
at 20.19 per cent; exports, $1,285,000; imports less than 1 per
cent of production and mainly for handwork and at higher
prices than comparable domestic cotton.

Cotton-cloth production, 8980,000,000 square yards; value,
$1,183,760,000 ; imports countable cloths, $15,792,000, at 31.26 per
cent ; exports, $74,956,000.

Output of fine cotton cloths not over 13 per cent of the total;
not over 6% per cent of yarns above 40s made here; three-
fourths of imports were fine yarns. .

The Tariff Commission says:

Imports are due primarily to the quality of certain grades rather than
general price competition. * * * The more important factors ap-
pear to be quality, reputation, lack of domestic production, and specialty
demands. On the staple grades made of yarn not finer than 40, there is
practically no competition from abroad; domestic mills can produce
and export most of such goods in competition with the world. Some
of the imports are finer-count cloth than any made here, and some are
sold at lower prices than the domestie, but the majority are Imported
because of quality or reputation and are sold on the American market
at higher prices than the nearest comparable domestic fabrie.

America imports but a fraction of 1 per cent of production;
exports large. Our production chiefly with automatic looms on
mass scale, whereas imports are largely of fine-yarn fabrics,
specialties, and novelties of high manufacturing cost.

Fine-yarn cloths above 40 yarn, imported, was 5% per cent
of similar domestic production, The chief competition is in cloth
with yarn between 60 and 100. .

The cotton-textile industry, as to all medium and coarser pro-
duetion, is in far greater need of reduced production costs than
of tariffs.

Moderate rates on acids, dyestnils, and so forth, alone would
be helpful save as to very fine yarns and cloths.

Tire fabries, imports, $385, at 25 per cent ; exports, $1,799,000;
production, except tire duck, $110,529,000. Why should this rate
be retained?

Oileloth, imports, $6,568, at 27145 per cent; exports, $2,305,000;
production, $18,762,000. Why should not this rate be reduced?

Waterproof cloth, imports, $95,900, at 40 per cent; exports,
$3,480,000. Why should this rate not be reduced?
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Cotton cloth contalning silk or artificial silk, relating to shirt-
ings, and so forth, imports, $90,800, at 41.88 per cent; exports,
$4,157,000; production, $70,893,000.

Blankets, imports, $277,000, at 40 per cent; exports, $925,000;
production, $29,452,000.

Towels and bath mats, imports, $29.600, at 25 to 40 per cent;
exports, $898,000; production, $42.800,000.

Sheets and pillowcases, imports, $59,600, at 25 per cent; ex-
ports, $172,000. 3

Cotton wares, tubing, and so forth, imports, $654,000, at 32 per
cent ; exports, $4,000,000; production, $62,000,000.

Cotton hosiery ; Imports, $1,397,000, at 49.82 per cent; exports,
$7,320,000 ; production, $71,034,000. The exports are valued at
$1.69 per dozen, and the imports at $1.83 per dozen. Our imports
are chiefly full-fashioned hosiery for women. We compete any-
where in hosiery from coarse and medinm yarns,

Cotton knit underwear: Imports, $279,000, at 45 per cent; ex-
ports, $2,540,000; production, $110,522,000. Yarns used are gen-
erally under 40s. We rank third as an exporter of these goods.

Handkerchiefs, muffiers : Imports, $618,000, af 48 per cent; ex-
ports, ; 90 per cent of imports are handblocked prints
and faney woven borders, Virtually no imports of plain cotton
handkerchiefs, but only specialties and novelties,

Cotton wearing apparel ;: Imports, $889,000, at 34.84 per cent;
exports, $7,907,000, to every country. Imporis a small fraction
of 1 per cent of production.

Nottingham lace curtains, and so forth: Produetion, $5,518,-
000 ; imports, $56,800, at 51 per cent; exports, $£5,000. We pay
30 per cent duty on Nottingham machines or near $3,000 duty;
also 30 per cent on prepared bobbin yarns not produced here.

METAL SCHEDULE

Mr, Chairman, I append to my remarks a rather full state-
ment of imports, exports, domestic production, and dutiable
rates pertaining to the principal items in the metal schedule
under the operation of the Fordney law. The entire structure
with a few scattering exeeptions is hopelessly prohibitive. One
illustration relates to the basket clause in paragraph 372, mis-
cellaneous machinery, the domestic production of which, for
1925, was $1.438,000,000. The dutiable rate as a rule is 30 per
cent. Scattering imports of $10,500,000; exports in 1928 were
$250,496,000. The 30 per cent rate on this vast range of ma-
chinery produets is left untonched. Hlectrical machinery, and
so forth, has imports of $1,584,000 at 30 per cent; exports,
$88,058,000; production, $369,879,000. But I can not single out
instances because the numbers are overwhelming, I direct
special attention to the long list of these articles with their
rates, their imports and exports, as an exhibit to my remarks.

There is no material competition in steel ingots, blooms, bil-
lets, and so forth. The exports of steel bars are ten times the
imports, with a rate of 241 per cent. Exports of boiler plate,
saw plate, skelp, and so forth, are three and one-half times the
imports at 27 per cent. Galvanized sheets show exporis of 12
per cent of production, compared with imports of one-half of 1
per cent of production at a rate of 2214 per cent. The exports
of 568,710,000 pounds of tin plate and products compare with
imports of 2,382,000 pounds at 1214 per cent. Our exports of
structural iron and steel are near twice the amount of imports
at 1614 per cent. Copper-wire production amounts to $85,507,-
000, with nominal imports of $2,367 at 25 per cent. Brass wire
js in the same category. I might likewise mention insulated
wire and cable, which show productign of $210,617,000, with
imports of $17,940 at 35 per cent, while exports are $5,166,000.
Wire strand and rope present a similar trade and tariff situa-
tion. Similar excessive or wholly useless tariff and trade con-
ditions embrace forgings and anchors, electric storage batteries,
at 40 per cent; ball and roller bearings, steel rails, axles and
axle blanks, railway wheels, tubes, pipes, and so forth, chains,
nuts and bolts, cut nails and spikes, horseshoe nails, wire nails,
tacks, brads and staples, horse and mule shoes, table, household,
and kitchen utensils, with a 49.7 per cent tariff ; similar alumi-
num utensils, with 76 per cent tariff; tinware at 40 to 60 per
cent ; erossent and circular saws at 20 per cent ; steel plates for
printing, and so forth, at 25 per cent; saddlery and harness
hardware at 35 per cent; fountain pens at 87 per cent; table
cutlery at 6614 per cent; files and rasps at 34 per cent; breech-
loading guns and rifles at 701 per cent; automobiles and parts
at 25 to 30 per cent; motor cycles and airplanes at 30 per cent;
steam engines, locomotives, sewing machines, at 15 and 30 per
cent; cash registers at 25 .per cent; printing presses at 30 per
cent ; lawn mowers at 30 per cent; machine tools at 30 per cent;
textile machinery at 373 per cent; adding and calculating
machines at 25 per cent; internal-combustion engines at 30 per
cent—imports, $75,800; exports, $10,324,000; production, $117,-
803.000; shovels, spades, and so forth, 30 per cent, with no
imports.

1211

Numerous classes of pottery and earthenware of large domes-
tic production carry rates as high as 60 and 70 per cent with
purely nominal imports and no competition, such as sanitary
ware and plumbing fixtures, porcelain electrie supplies, chemical
porcelain and chemical stoneware, stoneware, yellow ware, and
red ware, The production of these arficles is $54.500,000. In
the American earthenware tableware industry foreign wares
imported for the most part are not comparable with domestic
wares. We have competition of about $1,000,000 bone china
with our home Lenox china of $1,000,000 production. There is
little china produced here that we find on the tables of private
families, There is more or less competition in vitreous china
hotel and restaurant ware, the production of which is about
$10,000,000, imports $1,214,000. The point in this situation,
therefore, is that four or five plants have installed what is
known as the tunnel kiln method, which is ten or twelve times
more productive than the now obsolete methods in the other
plants in this country. Tariffs will not help these latter, and
yet they are mainly the occasion for the proposed increases.
This is the old story of jacking up tariffs to aid antignated
plants,

The proposed increase from sixty-odd per cent to near 100
per cent og common window glass is due to the same condition
of obsolescence existing in about 30 per cent of the industry.
We are producing around 70 per cent of domestic requirements
under the most modernized methods, and the plants are making
splendid profits. They could easily stand a reasonable redue-
tion, in lien of the proposed large increase for the benefit of
the antiquated plants.

The boost of 2614 per cent on plate glass is attempted to be
justified by computing costs of production for the combined
years of 1923, 1924, and 1925, whereas on the cost basis of 1925,
which had become a normal year, this duty could have been
reduced 214 per cent instead of being subjected to the proposed
boost of 261 per cent, -

In the flax schedule there is a monstrous increase on cordage
of 300 to 400 per cent, the pretext for which is to compensate
for the boost on raw flax and succeeding processes, and also upon
the representation that there have been substantial increases of
imports of cordage during recent years. The truth is that the
major portion of these increases are from the Philippine Islands
and admifted free. The increase from elsewhere during a
period of five years was only $384,000. Our domestic pro-
duction of cordage is $35,156,000, with imports of $732,000 cut-
side of the Philippines, and exports of $1,108,000, Supplying, as
we are, 99 per cent of domestic consumption, it is outrageous
to jack up prices of cordage in this manner, The bill does not
even remove the tariff of 30 to 35 per cent on machinery for
weaving flax yarns, which we do not produce. This illustrates
the reckless and haphazard manner of the proposed revision.

Our friends, the wool grower and the woolen manufacturer,
are doing all within their power to aid in a tariff revolution in
this country, The wool grower is not content with 31 cents
per scoured pound and must have it raised to 34 cents, The
woolen manufacturer avails himself of this opportunity to boost
compensatory and other protective rates substantially out of
proportion to this 3-cent increase on raw wool, The present
wool-yarn rates are entirely prohibitive, and they are now
pushed up from 55 to 72 per cent to a level of 84 to 113 per cent.
Woven fabrics in some classes are then raised from 9614 per
cent to a 100 per cent minimum, while another class of fabrics,
valued at 80 cents to $1.25, is shoved up to 111.7 per cent. Still
another fabrie, valued at from 60 to 80 cents a pound, goes to
the extreme high rate of 11557 per cent. The price of wooléns
already has reduced consumption, and it bids fair to reduce it
substantially more. The importations of woolen fabrics, $22-
199,000, are not competitive in price. The Tariff Commission
8AyS:

In general, it ean be said that imported fabrics of wool sell on the
American market at higher prices than the nearest comparable domestic
fabrics. Domestic eloths are so0ld mainly to manufacturing clothlers,
while the bulk of the imported fabrics are consumed by mercbant
tailors.

The tariff cost of the woolen schedule to the American people
is around $200,000,000. The woolen industry, like a large num-
ber of other industries, has been suffering severely from over-
production, as well as from excessive tariffs, save as to a small
segment of the finer yarns and cloths. I have not the time to
go further into the details of this schedule. The American
Farm Federation in 1928 estimated the tariff gain to the wool
grower at $37,500,000; cost to farmers, $27,300,000.

Mr. Chairman, the proposed revision provides in effect that
the valuation by appraisers shall be final except by appeal to
the Secretary of the Treasury. This astonishing proposal strips
bare the jurisdiction of the Customs Court and its authority to
adjudicate unquestioned and hitherto unchallenged rights of the
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citizens. This is bureauncracy run mad. The very suggestion
that the most valuable property rights of the citizen can be dis-
posed of or dealt with as a finality by the Treasury Department
with the slightest recourse to the courts of the country is
wholly impossible to understand.

The proposed enlargement and broad expansion of the pro-
visions and functions of the flexible tariff clause is astonishing,
is undoubtedly unconstitutional, and is violative of the functions
of the American Congress. Not since the Commons wrenched
from an Engiish King the power and authority to control tax-
ation has fthere been a transfer of the taxing power back to
the head of a government on a basis so broad and unlimited as
is propﬂsed in the pending bill. As has been said on a former
occasion, “ this is too much power for a bad man to have, or for
a good man to want.,” We have recently witnessed the astound-
ing spectacle of Congress in session engaged in the work of
enacting tariff legislation, while the President, assuming equal
and coordinate anthority, has undertaken to anticipate Congress
by legislating himself while the session of the legislative body is
in progress. This proposal embraces another revolutionary
poliey, whieh is, to abandon the law and the Republican doetrine
to the effect that all tariffs should be measured by the differ-
ence between production costs here and abroad, bys adding a
number of alternative so-called methods to ascertain what is
termed conditions of competition between this and other coun-
tries. It is proposed thus to give the President and his Tariff
Commission, which, hy the way, is virtually taken away from
Congress, authoerity to use what in practical effect will be any
sort of basis on which to fix tariff rates.

This is in accordance with the recently announced doctrine
of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Hawrey] to the effect that
in the future as now there will be no formula or standard of
tariff measurement, but when rates are retained or written
indiscriminately high domestic competition can always be
depended upon to keep down home prices to a decent level.

That is the most plausible argument that the gentleman made
in support of his bill. Yet, Mr. Chairman, no proposal that
has been advanced in this House for the past 25 years has
been so repeatedly repudiated and condemned as that has been
by the Republican Party in this country after 12 years' experi-
ence with the Dingley law, and that is the identical proposal on
which this bill rests. No one pretends that this bill is drafted
on any understandable method. We do not know the cost of
production here or abroad. In 1910 the Republican eampaign
book contained a foreword in the form of a letter by President
Taft, and here is his statement on this identical proposition on
which the entire policy of this bill rests. I read from the
Republican textbook. He says:

The truth is that under the old protective idea the only purpose was
to make the tariff high enough to protect the home Industry. The
excess of the tariff over the differences in the cost of production
here and abroad was not regarded as objectionable, because it was
supposed that competition between those who enjoyed the high pro-
tection would keep the price for the consumer down to what was
reasonable for the manufacturers. The evils of excessive tariff rates,
however, showed itself in the temptation of manufacturers to combine
and suppress competition, and then to maintain the prices so as to
take advantage of the excess of the tariff rate over the difference
between the cost of production abroad and here,

Note the word “evil” which Mr. Taft uses in speaking of
excessive tariff rates. * When he wrote that he had not yet
realized that the Payne-Aldrich bill was a revision upward,
instead of downward.

Now, Mr. Chairman, after 12 years' experience under the
Dingley bill, here is the entire Republican administration and
the Republican organization solemnly repudiating the theory—
the whole theory on which this bill is based—which President
Taft and the Republican organization, in 1910, declared to be
absolutely unfounded, fraudulent, and false. [Applause.]

ExHIiBIT 1 :
Bhowing sources of principal duties, 1927

Average

Impors Duties ad valo-

rem rate

LB T R e R o $210, 677,000 | $130, 043, 000 61, 7,
Taob and m [T A e 1| 68, 632, 000 40, 015, 000 58,08
Wool msnufmum. ......................... 64,112,000 39, 069, 000 60. 89
Cotton 56, 518, 000 29, 920, 000 5204
Wool, un rmmufnetumd 52, 5068, 000 25, 881, 000 40. 24
Bilk manufactures 41, 408, 000 25, 371, 000 14
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Average
Imports Duties ad valo-
rem rate
Chemicals and re!ated pmduets $42, 238,000 | $14, 231,000 1.6
25 20, 437, 000 12, 419, 000 60. 77
iTo6000 | 10248000 |  57.07
” " 57.07
Ferro-alloys. . e o 15, 018, 000 9, 754, 000 64. 95
Cilass and g‘hms praducts e 16, 880, 000 9, 02, 000 53. 64
Clocks and watches. .. ___________ ] 15, 104, 000 7, 444,000 49, 28
Leather manufactures. .. _.___._____.________ 15, 897, 000 7,054, 000 44,38
Precious metals factures 10, 141, 000 6, 473, 000 63,82
Patfumury And bosmetion =l LTt e e 5,135, D00 3, 255, 000 63. 30
...................... 4, 008, 000 3, 226, 000 70.00
Bnad.s bead ornaments_ 4, 151, 000 2, 220, 000 53.48
Ct p s S e g ) 1,461, 000 1, 572, 000 107, 60
Pipes and smui\etsamclas 2, 152,000 1, 290, 000 59,94
Fur folbhite . =2 T % Oaa 000 1, 349, 000 56.23
.................... 000 1, 653, 000 80. 01
Celluim produets.__._____ 4, (89, 000 2, 499, 000 61.13
Almonds_ . _ 8, 553, 000 2 483, 000
Peanuts.._._. 1, 574, 000 1, 377, 000
Linoleum, ete. __..._.___ 2, 656, 000 863, 000
Scientific mstmmant.s. et 3, 160, 000 1, 363,
Musical instruments._.__ 4, 859, 000 1,979,
Brushes. . 1, 553, 000 509,
Pyroxy 1iu. finished and pnrl.iy finished. . 2, 587, 000 1, 552, 000
Other industrial office and printing machin-
Ty g e A e S e S I R 15, 761, 000 5, 367, 000
765,704, 000 | 423,872, 000
Total ntlen. L oo . Ll e e e e 574, B38, 000
! |
Total dutiable imports. . e

--- $1, 484, 031, 000
763, T4, 000

718, 237, 000

Appmximn!o!f 74 per cent of total duties show an average ad valorem

rate of 55.35, highest in United States history ; hlglmst average Dingley

rate, 1899, 52. 07 ; highest average Mc¢Kinley rate, 1804, 50,02, Evidently

from 75 per cent to 80 per cent of total duties bear an average rate of
at least 55 per cent.

CxHTT 2
Showing rank of United States as importer and exporter
PER CAPITA EXPORT TRADE, 1927

Country : Per capita exports
Canada E: ~- $132.00
Denmark 120, 60
Australia 111. 50
Netherlands ’ —a - 100,00
Argentina. 91. 30
Belgium —- BO.90
Switzerland s z 89, 60
Great Britain 88. 00
Sweden_ - 7100
France_ Rt 53. 10
Czechoslovakia LB 41, 40
United States 40, 40
Germany i ; 38. 80
Italy__ L 19. 70
Japan 14. 60
Spain 14. 00
Brazil___ 12, 00
India AR T3] 3.80
Russia 2..70
China 1. 50
PER CAPITA IMPORT TRADE OF 20 LEADING IMPORTING COUNTRIES, 1027
Country : Imports per capita
Netherlands._ = $134. 00
Great Britain T 130, 50
Ansteia el UG O P L e e G e 129. 40
Denmark___ 129, 00
Bwitzerland i 115, 80
Canada £ il llu'l: 00
Belginm 98, 20
Argentina T BN o )
Sweden 70, DO
Aunstria_ e 3 3. D0
Germany.__—.__ =3, =k lalald 1, F )
France_ 40, B0
Czechoslovakia_ a6. 90
LEF T B L ek S e A SR R LR B e R 34. 80
I‘ml?' i 25. 80
pain 18. 80
Japan 16. 70
Brazil 2 T 10, 80
India 200
China 1. 90

Exumir 3

The total number of acres planted to all crops in 1928 was 260,000,-
000. The foillowing commodities and their value on the farm in Decem-
ber, 1928, were planted and grown on the following number of acres.
With the exception of some farlff benefits' to hard northwestern wheat,
mainly incidental to fluctuations, scareity of crop, ete., the commodities
set out below derive either nominal tariff benefits or none at all




1929

Acres in
cultivation, Valoe
1928

—=--| 100, 000, 000 |$2, 133, 000, 000

g?;:et- = T &7, T24, 000 877, 193, 000
Oats. . i f .| 41,733,000 | 592,674,000
Barley - .| 12,530,000 | 197, 128, 000
3 e S R R S e L 3, 444, 000 36, 067, 000
B'mwmtd%éed ¥ m,gig'.% 1 5&.%%
i e o §7,775.000 | 1,543, 358,000
Tobacco. . 1, 612, 000 254, 322, 000
Total. .. .| 334,347,000 | 6, 348, 268, 000
Ap;rles peaches, pears, and grapes--_- IR 322, 062, 000
Grsnd B o e e e e e e et e el im 7, 170, 330, 000

The following 19 truck products, a majority of which
or less tariff benefits, comprise the following acreage and
for 1928:

Acreage, 1928 | Farm value

As - Sl 04, 930 $13, 928, 000

135, 080 14, 940, 000

136,850 | 23,488,000

100, 400 20, 261, 000

22, 620 4, 505, 000

20, 650 5, 509, 000

26, 400 14, 005, 000

259, 180 €, 808, 000

Ygel Mmoo

%5&3&?“ et e 126,780 | 31,530, 000

Onions___ P = 77,480 22, 574, 000

Peas (green). ... 267, 610 18, B48, 000

B (e % W70 | 8508 000
PoLat0es (BAT1Y) . menreomemmsemommmmm e hmemraamnann . 47,

e : S| g

e et _ 401,850 | 40,940,000

Watermel = 210, 450 10, 958, 000

........ 2 710, 970 326, 457, 000

= ‘é’&};ﬁ%’f e A | 1sm000| 10,080,000

Sugar beets____ e g Al B T 646, 000 50, 625, 000

Peanuts 1, 609, 000 56, 082, 000

Total___. 5, 422,970 443, 144, 000

Exziprr 4

SHOWING PRODUCTIVITY OF LABOR AND LABOR COSTS IN THE UNITED
STATES, ENGLAND, AND GERMANY

-Comparison of wage rates alone in the foreign and domestic industry
gives little information with respect to actual wage conditions. Such
comparison ignores the productivity of the wage earner, the efiiciency of
management, mechanical equipment, and power employed, ete, Actual
wages paid in their relation to the productivity of the wage earner is
most important. Workers can not in the long run receive as wage
earners more than is produced. If the national production or income
is small, wages will be small. The following figures show the estimated
wealth and income for the United States, Great Britain, and Germany.
These figures show that if the total wealth produced annuoally were
divided on the same basis in each of these countries, that received by
the Englishman would be only 57.77 per cent of that recelved by the
Ameriean, while the German wonld receive but 25 per cent of the
American's income. The table is as follows:

Estimated wealth and income for certain countries, 1925

Wea'th Income Per cent
per capita
Caninley " Logulats o Onited

ountry opulation | moea Total of Un

billions m‘;“l"m billions | Pt S‘;‘;?t;’“

of dollars ol dollars i
United States..._._| 117, 135, 817 380. 0 [$3, 244. 10 BO.6 | $764.92 (...
Great Britain.._.__ 42, 767, 530 119.2 | 2,787.18 18.9 441,92 55. 77
Germany......._.| 59, B58, 284 59,5 994, 01 1.9 198. 80 2.9

Statistics show that the distribution of income between capital and
labor is about the same in Germany as in the United States, or 5.76
per cent return on corporate capital in Germany for 1928, and 6.67
per cent in the United thtes In comparigson with the number of
inhabitants, Germany's incume is only about 26 per cent of that of the
United States. The low German wages are, therefore, apparently
explained by Germany's comparatively small production of wealth or
income in proportion to its population.
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In 1925 the value of net production for each dollar paid in wages was
$2.50 in the United States and $2.14 in England.

gf;t{:g England

T R e R e e S S s e A R A e £1, 280 1$513

Valua or productiun added by Wage earmers. ccoor o eeciacaaan 3,194 11,000
1 Or 40.08 per cent of United States. * Or 34.41 per cent of United Btates.

While wages in the United States are much higher than in European
countries, the productivity per worker is so much higher in the United
States that the labor cost in this country is much less.

The following quantities were produced for each dollar paid out for
labor :

United Creat

States | Britain
Bituminous c0al. .o e maan tons.. 0. 63 0.33
Soap.-_._-.__ pounds 158,39 85. 50
C bt rrels. . 3 233
Il:':’ig imn.:{__ Sl ............sh....tnm g(l' 3;

aperand paper board_ ... o ...l ort tons. . . .

WAL DA . s ot e T A do.... .02 .02

Value produced for each dollar thus paid out for labor corresponds
with the above.
The following values produced for each dollar paid out for labor:

States | England
Bakery product: $2.73 $2.08
Confamunary ..................... 315 270
Cotton spinning and weaving St 1.80 L76
‘Woolen and worsted goods.. X L92
Cordage, twine, ete....... 232 1.82
Knit goods......: = 211 184
Boots and shoes. £33, Lo7 1.66

In china and earthen ware the value yielded is practically the same.
In most other industries the value produced per dollar of wages is con-
siderably less in Great Britain than in the United States, It is true
that values are somewhat different in the two countries.

It thus appears that with respect to what it receives labor is more
costly in Great Britain than in the United States,

The annual output, per worker, of coal (1926) in the United States
was 876 tons; Germany, Rubr 296, Saxony 180; Belgium, 142; France,
172; Great Britain, 290 ; Poland, 296 ; Cnechoslovakia 253.

_Ave_rage annual earuings per worker, United States, $1,382; Germany,
$601 and $346; Belgium, $420; France, $427; Great Britain, $866;
Poland, $365; Czechoslovakia, $489.

It is thus seen that the percentage of output per worker of other
countries compared with those of the United States is substantially
below the percentage of earnings per worker compared with those of the
United States. For example, the coal output of the Belgian worker is
16.21 per cent of that of the United States worker, while the Belgian
worker is pald 30.390 per cent of the amount paid an American coal
miner,

Average wages per metric ton of coal mined: United States (bitumi-
nous), $1,578; German, $2,031 in Rubr and $3.06 in Saxony; Belgium,
$3.41; France, $3.79; England, $3.28; Poland, $1.49; Czechoslovakia,
$2.06.

THIS 1S SIGNIPICANT

Value added by manufacture and horsepower per employee :

Total, United States, $26,778,000,000, or for each employee $2,749;
horsepower, 35,772,000 ; horsepower per employee 3,672.

England, $8,260,000,000; valued added per employee, $1,085; horse-
power, 15,504,000 ; horsepower per employee, 2,048,

Germany, horsepower, 1,450 per employee.

It is thus seen that the average value added by manufacture by the
British wage earner is only about 40 per cent of that of the American
wage earner,

The German horsepower per wage earner is 40 per cent of that of
the American.

GERMANY

The quantity produced for a dollar of wages is less in Germany than
in the United States for coal and petroleum, and about the same for pig
iron.

In iron and steel foundries, motor vehicles, petrolenm refining, the
value produced per labor dollar is about the same in the two countries.

Production of sulphur in Germany per labor dollar is much less than
in the United States. The same is true as to graphite and'salt. In
leather and silk weaving the German production is somewhat higher.
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The quantity production of the cement worker is only half that of the
United States.

The worker in the paper industry in Germany gets 29.50 per cent of
United States wages, but his quantity production is only 28,65 per
cent of American production.

In the linen cloth and yarn industry the German gets 35 per cent of
American wages, but the value he adds in manufacture is only 33.83
per cent of that added by the American.

The German has some 23 per cent advantage in hemp and cotton
production.

In the textile industries German wages are about one-third of
American wages, while German produetivity per worker is about one-
third that of the American.

INCREASE IN PRODUCTIVITY AND WAGES IN THE UNITED STATES

There is a remarkable similarity between productivity, wages, and
horsepower. Compared with 1914, and on the 1914 price basis, the
figures for 1927 show an increase per worker of 44,6 per cent horse-
power, of 44.89 per cent in value of products, and of 47 per cent in
wages. About the same relative percentages exist for 1925. These
figures clearly show that wages are determined by the productivity of
the worker,

These computations are made from the United States Census of
Manufactures with price index of the United States Department of
Labor.

UNITED STATES EXPORT ADVANTAGES

We have cheap fuel and 60 per cent more horsepower per man, less
taxes, and lower interest. On the other hand, we have high cost of
materials and freight rates.

UNITED STATES AND ENGLISH WAGES AND PRODUCTION

While the wage earner in England receives on the average but 43.96
per cent of the wages paid in the United States, he produces in quan-
tity only 36.39 per cent of what the American wage earmer produces,
while the value of the product of the English wage earner is only 38.64
per cent of that of the American wage earner.

This is the average for all industry.

ExHIBIT §
Productivity and wages, United States and Great Britain

Value pro-
dueed ! for each | Quantity produced for each
dollar E,id out | dollar paid out for labor
for labor
Industry
United | Great Unit United | Great
States | Britain States | Britain
Coal, hituminous el Mton_____| 0.63 0.33
$8.42| 2.3
4.99 4.62
504 4.33
184 LT
Cement__..... 3.46 ] 264
China and earthenware . ——eoeoo| 165 1.70
Pig iron__ 2 3.2 L:
Motor vehicles._ _ 2.45 Y
Raflweyeats. d =00 01 i i s 1.61 145
Elemlmt machinery and supplies___.}| 279 230 | . . ... | ...
Tools, saws, files, ete. ... ccoeeeean 24 21
Textile mw'hl:m*y and parts__. 221 1 b N P ] S
Lumber and timber produets L84 § Hre | EEEReEans
Furniture_ « 2181 L7
Grain milling 4.35 3.17 bp
B -cane refining ] sl ] e e Ehort ton__ b} 14
products 275 268 |- ...
Confectionery. « oo 3.15 R i mams R
Psperand paper board. . 229! 22 |Bhortton{ .06 .06
Wall paper. .....oo.oooen 257 ‘8.41}...do...... .02 .02
Pri.nl.&ng and publishing 401 B e e
cmmmninsandwmvin;._._.-,__ LB0 L75 | Cotton 8.66 8.74
172 192
2.32 1.82
21 Lo4
2.33 v 3 Y PR BT RS AL
197 1.66 | Pair__.__. 143 1.76
Baddlery, harness, trunks, bags, ete__| 2.39 L84
1 Valuoe added by manufacture,
ExmiBiT 6
Productivity and wages, United States and Germany
Valua produced ti
r each dollar | QuADtity produced for each
paid ont forlabor dollar paid out for labor
Industry
Gt | Gormo| mt | Bt | oormnny
Coal__. M ton__. 0.63 0.49
Petroleum production__ 18013 | 183,44 | Bbl._... 2.08 L4
Petrolenm refining_____ 117.96 119,47 |
ok 18. 113.17

1T¢tal value of product.
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Productivity and wages, United Statcs and Germany—Continued

Value produced .
for each dollar
paid out for labor

Quantity produced for each
dollar paid out for labor

Industry

United
Btates

Germany! Unit %fg:gg Germany

152, 64 Gr. ton__| 0.8L

Lvaat Ton_ o .68 .60

1 Total value of product. * Value added by manufacture.

Exmsir 7
HIGH BATES—LARGE EXPORTS—LITTLE OR NO IMPORTS—METAL SCHEDULE

The Fordney Act transferred about 30 articles and classifications from
the free to the dutiable list and tremendously increased many or most
existing rates. Dutialle imports, iron and steel, semimanufactores
from pig iron to tin plate, $10,237,000 at average rate of 19.29 per
cent. The rates are so prohibitive as thus to reduce the ad valorem
equivalent. Most rates are from 20 to 85 per eent. Commencing in
1816, this industry has been regularly coming to Congress and request-
ing additional duties In order that it might be able to stand alone
within a few years. Thirty years ago Mr. Carnegie boasted that we
conld produce steel cheaper than any country in the world. Prior to |
the war we ranked second as an exporter, but are now a poor fifth. |
The number of tons of steel exports for 1928 was less than the number
in 1914, We are a weaker competitor than before the war., Canada is
our chief market and England is gradually encroaching upon us there.

The iron and steel industry is the basis of most all other industries.
When we pile up iron and steel tariffs, we must give other industries
what in effect are compensatory tariffs. This basic industry, therefore,
should carry tariffs as low as reasonably possible. The trade figures
and facts show that many existing rates could be removed and others
substantially reduced. ;

Pig iron: Production, $703,004,000; wage earners, 27,000; wages
paid, $44,258,000; value added by manufacture, $120,349,000., Total
production, 35,858,000 long tons; Imports, $2,232,000, or 140,700 tons
at 7.09 per cent. Imports chiefly of foundry, malleable, and low phos-
phorus grades; about one-half from British India. Exports, 50,992
tons; exports, 1928, 84682 tons. Competitive territory is on Atlantic
seaboard. The chief trouble has been due to the costlier production by
the merchant furnace, compared with steel works producing their own
pig iron. We haye had considerable overproduction, another trouble.
This pig iron tariff plea is a pitiable commentary on the iron and steel
industry of the world with its unexcelled production plants.

The duty on iron and steel scrap ghould be repealed.

Manganese ore: Production, 44,741 tons; imports, 300,177 tons at
30.42 per cent. Price per ton, $31.32 in United States. A much richer
ore is supplied from Africa at small cost, while Russia and Brazil are
large producers and exporters. The United States has very limited
amount of high-grade ore. They must be put through various processes
of beneficiation and at much expense. The duty should be removed.

Molybdenum ore or concentrate : Production, 2,286,000 pounds, valued
at $1,158,000, or 81 cents a pound. The imports are only $10,500 at
42 per cent. This could be cut in half, or more. There Is no serious
competition.

Tungsten ore and concentrate: Production, 1,353 short tons of 60
per cent concentrates, valued at $741,000. Imports tungsten content,
1,085 tons, valued at $540,000, at 180% per cent. China supplies the
world, including half of the United States. This duty should be
abolished.

Ferromanganese, an alloy of manganese and iron, containing 78 to 82
per cent manganese, production made largely by United States Steel Co.,
with three producers at present time. Shipments from domestie fur-
naces, 201,000 tons, valued at $27,243,000. Imports, 36,200 tons; value,
$3,572,000.

Ferrotungsten : Production, 1,280 tons, at 175 to 193 per cent.

Ferrosilicon ranks second to ferromanganese. Production, 278,000
tons; imports, 10,700,000 pounds, or near 5,000 tons. Materials for
manufaciure are abundant and ebeap in this country for less than
12 per cent silicon.

Chrome metal: Less than 1 per cent of ,consumption of chromite is
made at home. It comes in free. Most of the ferro-alloys ghould bear
a low rate or be admitted free.

Produetion of wrought iron, 188,000 long tons; imports, 1.9 per
cent of production, consisting of bar iron at 203 to 24.8 per cent. The
exports are three times the imports. These rates should be removed.

Swedish bar-iron imports are supplemental and eome in at a higher
price.
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Steel ingots: Productlon, 44935000 tons, with steel bars 4,862,000
tons. We prodoce more than the balance of the world. Imports,
ingots, hlooms, slabs, billets, bars, ete, under paragraph 304, are
$5,096,000 at 25% per cent, or about 123,000 tons. Imports, steel
ingots, blooms, billets, sheets, plates, etc, not containing alloys,
$003,600 at 24.23 per cent; containing alloys, $129,000 at 2914 per
cent; exports, 7,000 tons at about $40, There is no pronounced com-
petition in these steel products less advanced than steel bars, There
is some competition in special grades of alloy steel. Steel bars, not
containing alloys: Imports, $3,466,000 at 2456 per cent; exports,
111,000 tons or ten times the imports; United States value, $48.89;
production, $209,000,000; tons produced, 4,165,000; tons imported,
160,000, The rates could be cut in half or more.

Boiler or other plate iron or steel, except crucible, and saw-plate
steel : Production, plate, 8,720,000 tons; skelp, 4,318,000 tons. Total
imports less than one-eighth of 1 per cent of production for 1926, at
26.90 per cent; exports, 3% per cent of domestic production or near
$9,000,000, Exports of plates, $7,464,000; of skelp, $3,051,000, The
rates are excessive,

Common or black sheets of iron or steel: Production, black sheet,
8,979,000 tons; skelp, 3,418,000 tons; imports of both, $513,000 at
23.37 per cent or 12,700 tons.

All iron or steel sheets, plates, bars, rods, hoops, or scroll iron or
steel. Galvanized sheets and other products: Production, 2,936,000,000
pounds ; imports of sheets, 0.52 per cent of prodoction at 22.27 per
cent ; exports more than 12 per cent of production or $15,498,000.

Sheets, plates of iron or steel coated with tin or lead, ete., including
tin plates, production of tin and terne plate, 3,748,000,000 pounds; im-
ports, 2,382,000 pounds at $191,000 at 12,44 per cent; exports, 568,
710,000 pounds. We are the largest world producer, The Tariff Com-
mission reports American prices at $4.58 per base box in England and
$5.45 in the United States, or a difference of 20 per cent. The present
tariff rate on tin plate is 30 and 40 per cent on tin produets. There
is understood to be an internatienal tin-plate agreement under the dis-
guise of the Webb export law. We Import our tin mainly from Bolivia
and other places. We have no competition from abroad.

Beams, girders, joists, and other structural shapes of iron or steel:
Production, 3,742,000 tons, valued at $122966,000; imports, $5,377,000,
or 105,000 tons at 161 per cent; exports, 291,000 tons, There is
trivial competition in certain seaboard districts, This should be on the
free list.

Hoop, band, scroll irom, or steel, production 499,000 tons; imports,
20,000 tons valued at $742,000 at 20% per cent; exports, 35,000 tons
at $2,035,000,

Cotton ties, production 42,800 toms at $2,230,000; imports, 16,000
tons valued at $638,000.

Wire rods steel and iron, production 2,779,000 tons; imports, 20,000
tons at $939,000 at 13.67 per cent; exports, 18,000 tons at $883,000.
The imports are high quality of wire rods for special uses and at a
much higher price than domestic products.

Round iron or steel wire, production near 3,000,000 tons in 1925;
imports, $2,178,000 at 25 to 28 per cent; exports, $2,800,000. The
imports do not compete with the major domestic products, but onily
with special qualities for certain uses.

Copper wire, production 1925, $85,507,000; imports, $2,367 at 25
per cent; this duty should be removed.

Brass, production in 1925, $12,227,000; imports of brass wire,
$1,084 at 25 per cent. Exports copper rods, wire, ete., and brass
and bronze wire, 92,000,000 pounds.

Insnlated wire and cable, production 1925, was $210,617,000; im-
ports, $17,940 at 35 per cent. Duty should be removed. Exports,
$5,166,000. The only imports are for special uses and qualities.

Wire strand and rope, production 1925 was $46,684,000; imports,
$345,000 at 36 per cent; exports, $1,841,000. This should be on the
free list,

Galvanized wire, n. s. p. f., including wire feneing, production, 1925,
was $27,5676,000; imports fencing wire and wire fencing, $59,541 at
14 per cent; imports baling wire, $7,478 at 21.68 per cent; exports,
$606,000. This should be on the free list.

The imports of woven wire cloth at 25 to 35 per cent are nominal

and should be free listed. The imports are of the finer cloth alone.

Forgings and anchors mot made in steel works or rolling mills,
production 1925, was $134,5610,000 ; imports with no alloy steel, $75,500
at 25 per cent, containing alloy, $9,180 at 33 per cent; imports of
anchors alone, $30.9 at 25 per cent; exports of forgings, $827,000.

Electric storage batteries, parts, etc.,, are 40 per cent ad valorem;
production of storage batferies and parts, 1925, was $110,000,000;
imports, $12,208 at 40 per cent; exports, $3,673,000.

Ball and roller bearings, production 1925 was $100,000,000; imports,
$861,000 at 56.62 per cent; exports, $1,800,000, We have mass
production.

Steel rails, production, 3,685,000 tons; imports, 34,400 tons at 11§
per cent, at 8% per cent, The imports are heavy railroad rails,
Exports, 177,503 tons at about $43. A little seaboard competition.
They should be on the free list.
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Axles and axle blanks, production, $11,500,000; imports, $18,318 at
22,63 per cent,

Rallway wheels, parts, ete., production, 147,700 tons; imports, 1,000
tons at $84,460 at 24.65 per cent; exports, 18,601 tons,

Blacksmiths' bammers, tongs, crowbars, etc, imports, $2,106 at
11,36 per cent,

Cast-iron pipe, andirons, plates, etc., production of pipe and fittings,
1,970,000 toms; imports, 68,000 tons at $1,799,000 at 20 per cent;
exports, 42,600 tons. The only competition i{s on the seaboard.

Tubes, pipes, and tanks, production, 1926, 4,177,000 tons: value
wrought pipe, 1925, $359,000,000; Imports, 1.05 per cent of production
or $4,956,000 at 20.31 per cent; exports, $26,384,000,

Chain and chains of all kinds, production, $24,405000; imports,
$242,000 at 4714 per cent; exports, $2,512,000. The imports are very
small specialties,

Nuts, washers, and bolts, production, 1925, $100,182,000; imports,
$40,828 at 13.64 per cent; exports, $2,457,000. _

Cut nails and spikes, production, 702,000 kegs or 70,283,000 pounds;
imports $46,800 or 2,000,000 pounds at 17.19 per cent; exports,
2,571,000 pounds at $103,000. The cost of the material is 20 per
cent higher here than abroad. The manufacture is by machine,

Horseshoe nails, production, 16,000,000 pounds; imports, 236,000
pounds; at $37,000 at 934 per cent; exports, 2,415,000 pounds, at
$267,000,

Wire nails and spikes, production, 1,438,000,000 pounds: imports,
9,998,000 pounds; at $237,000 at 17.11 per cent; exports, 22,379,000
pounds, at $762,000; production value, $55,000,000.

Tacks, brads, and staples, production in 1925, $2,661,000; imports,
tacks and brads, $4,367 at 15 per cent; of wire staples, $0,900 at 1414
per cent; wire nails, ete., $7,131 at 18 per cent; exports, $286,000.

Horse, mule, and ox shoes, production, 1925, $5,326,000; imports,
$1,754 at 3%4 per cent; exports, $90,700.

Table, household, kitchen, and hospital utensils, production,
$18,000,000; imports, $230,600 at 49.7 per cent; this relates to enamel
ware. Imports, bathtubs, ete., $7,105 at 4815 per cent. Total exports
this paragraph, $402,000,

Aluminum utensils, production, 1927, $28,000,000; imports, $72,100
at 76 per cent; exports, $565,400,

Tinware, including that covered with copper, brass, and other metals,
ete.,, production, §35,000,000; imports, n. s. p. ., at 40 to 60 per cent
are nominal,

Crosscut and cireular saws, ete., 20 per cent; production, $22,620,000 ;
imports, $59,000; exports, $1,996,000. There is no eompetition,

Steel plates for printing, lithographing, etec., production, $221,709,000;
imports, about $111,000 at 25 per cent. This, like many others, should
be on the free list.

Umbrella hardware, production, near $1,500,000; Imports, $212,000 at
50 per cent; substantial exports.

Needles, production, $4,096,000; imports, $258,000 at 56 per cent.

Saddlery and harness hardware, production, 1925, $6,618,000; im-
poris, §35,5600 at 35 per cent; exports, $214,500. There are no imports
with any price competition—Iimport prices are higher than domestic.
Our exports are near six times imports. The duty could be repealed.

Fountain pens, production, $17,334,000; imports, $4,322 at 87.12 per
cent; exports, $1,482,000. Imports are a very cheap and worthless
quality and amount to nothing. Tariff should be remitted.

Knives : Pocket knives, production, $5,177,000; imports, pocket, prun-
ing, and other knives with folding blades, etc., $234,500 at 112.54 per
cent; corn knives and others and parts, imports, $76,600 at 60 per cent.

Table, kitchen, and all other sorts of knives and forks, production,
table cutlery, §6,487,000; imports, table, kitchen, and butchers’ cutlery,
$166,600 at 66 per cent; imports, butchers’ and other knives, $15,000
at 65 per cent; exports, table and kitchen cutlery, $811,000. These
rates are grossly excessive,

Nail, barbers', and animal clippers, scissors, shears, ete.,, production,
$4,613,000; imports, scissors, shears, etc., $249,000 at 75 to 110 per
cent; imports, nail, barbers’, and other clippers, $15,500 at 9314 per
cent ; total exports, $152,600. These rates are largely excessive,

Bafety razors, etc., production of razors, $40,015,000; safety razor
blades, $38,413,000; imports, $446,000 at 15888 per cent; imports,
safety razor blades, $285,800 at 17514 per cent; exports, safety razor
blades, $7,020,000, and $9,862,000 for 1928; exports, safety razors,
$732,700. Virtually the only imports are a blade from England contain-
ing cobalt. .

Surgieal instruments and parts, Imports, $414,600 at 45 per ecent;
exports, $£535,500, There iz but slight competition in these surgical
instruments of the soft-metal class. In fact, we are on an export
basis.

Philosophical and seientific instruments, ete,, of metal, 40 per cent;
production, about $10,000,000; imports, $000. This does not include
drawing, surveying, and other scientific instruments specially enumer-
ated. Total exports, $3,129,000. We are on an exporting basis as to
surveying instruments, electrical instruments, ete. There are a number
of Imports that are not produced in this country., The tariff should
be removed from them and largely from the first class above,
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Files, rasps, ete., production, $12,346,000; Imports, $27,000 at 84.0
per cent; exports, $2,804,000.

Guns, imports, from $600 to $8,000 at 25 per cent. Double barrel,
breech loading, and repeating guns, rifles, ete., production, $12,5669,000;
imports, $434,009 at 7034 per cent; exports, $1,233,000.

Watches and chronometers, production, $46,677,000; imports, about
20 per cent of production, mainly from Switzerland ; exports, about 814
per cent of production or $1,678,000. Some imports are very small and
expensive watches and not competitive. Labor cost is supposed to be
about 90 per cent.

Clocks, ete., production, $33,918,000; imports, $1,680,000, mainly at
7114 per cent; exports, 7.69 per cent of production or $1,542,000. This
duty is too high.

Taximeters, production in 1925, $1,000,000; imports, $3,860 at 33
per cent; duty based on American selling price. The rate is prohibi-
tive. Preyious German importers moved thelr factory to the TUnited
States. .

Automobiles, bodles, and parts, production, $2,537,000,000; imports,
less than one-tenth of 1 per cent or $1,395,000 at 80.64 per cent; ex-
ports, 1928, $500,174,000. We made 90 per cent of all automobiles.
There is no competition. The duty should be repealed,

Motor cycles, production, $11,384,000; imports, $14,097; duty, 30.35
per cent ; exports, $4,373,000. The tariff should be repealed,

Airplanes, ete, production, $14,250,000; imports, aireraft, $158,300
at 30 per cent; exports, 1928, $4,664,000. The tariff should be cut to
10 per cent or out,

Bicycles, production, $7,457,000; imports, $35,900 at 30 per cent;
exports, $129,000.

Steam engines, production, 1925, $24,400,000; imports, $164,700 at
15 per cent} exports, $5,134,000.

Locomotives, production, 1925, $50,300,000; imports, 1928, $4,254 at
15 per cent; exports, £5,326,000.

Sewing machines, prodaction, $45,221,000; imports, $627,000 at 15
and 30 per cent; exports, $10,679,000.

Cash registers, production, $42,326,000; imports, $2,858 at 25 per
cent ; exports, $7,415,000. No imports even when on the free list.

Printing presses, production, $36,000,000; imports, $139,600 at 30
per cent; exports, $6,251,000. Our printing presses superior in con-
struction to all others. No real competition.

Lawn mowers, production in 1925, $8,000,000; fmports, $8 at 30 per
cent ; exports, $726,000,

Machine tools, production, 1925, $91,459,000; imports, $427,000 at
80 per cent; exports, 1928, $31,761,000. We export 25 per cent of
production everywhere, Imports, one-half of 1 per cent.

Textile machinery, production, $101,000,000; imports, $6,170,000;
rate, 87% per cent. We make no hand-made machines nor Shiffli.
These are two of the three kinds of textile machines in umse. These
statistics include lace and embroidery machines. Embroidery machines
are large, complicated, and expensive, while our domestic demand due to
change of style is subject to great varlations. The result is that we
do not produce these machines.

Lace and lace-curtain machines: We produce no large lace machines.
Imports embroidery and lace machines, $78,000 at 30 per cent. This
should be repealed, Imports lace-curtain machines, $89,800 at 30 per
cent. All these are imported, '

Knitting-machinery production, $14,266,000; imports, $3,427,000, at
40 per cent, We are without competition as to circular knitting ma-
chines. This duty should be repealed. We do not produce the flat
machines for knitting products other than hosiery ; imports, $356,000, at
40 per cent. Imports, hosiery machines, $3,642,000, at 40 per cent,
We undersell Germany as to the more widely nsed machines. Germany
excels as to finer-gage weaves, noveltles, and fancy effects. This is
where the imports arise. The tariff could be cut in half as to the bulk.

Wool earding and spinning machines, production about $5,000,000;
imports, $454,000, at 85 per cent; exports, $268,000. There is very
little eompetition, or none at all in some instances,

Cotton-yarn machinery, imports $401,000, at 85 per cent; exports,
$1,569,000. Our quality equals that of England and no material differ-
ence in cost,

Silk-yarn machinery, imports $191,000,
$854,000. The tariff could be cut in half.

Looms and finishing machinery, production $11,460,000; imports,
nominal ; exports, $500,000. We use a different type from Europe and
this eliminates competition as to cotton looms, Our wool and silk looms
are considered superior to foreign, Certain looms, such as velvet ribbon,
are not made here,

Linen machinery, no domestie production of linen or jute machinery
of any consequence. It comes from Scotland, England, and elsewhere
at a rate of 35 per cent, There is no linen weaving in the United States,

Cream separators, production $8,098,000; imports, $746,000, at 25
per cent, for those valued at over $50, where the imports are $136,000;
exports, $420,000.

Adding end calculating machines, production $51,289,000; exports,
1928, $12,476,000.

Addressing and mailing machines, production $12,918,000
$560,000 in 1928. These machines carry 25 per cent,

at 385 per cent; exports,

3 exports,
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The total production of miscellaneons machinery, paragraph 372, in-
cluding a long lst, for 1925, was §1,438,000,000; exports in 1028,
$250,496,000. The rate generally is 80 per cent. The imports do not
exceed $10,500,000, All this should be free listed.

The imports of electrical machinery are $1,584,000 at 30 per cent;
exports, $88,058,000; production, $369,879,000. This includes appa-
ratus also.

Internal-combustion engines, production, 1923, $117,893,000; imports,
$75,800, at 30 per cent; exports, $10,324,000. This duty should be
abolished.

Shovels, spades, scoops, corn knives, ete., production, 1923, $15,841,-
000 ; imports, 1927, §10,000, at 30 per cent; exports, §416,000.

Aluminum, production, $52,736,000; balance of world production,
155,000 tons, compared with United States, 76,000 tons. The imports
are chiefly from our subsidiary in Canada, amounting in 1928 to
§$8,046,000, at 24.12 per cent. Imports, plates, bars, rods, efc, $79,183,
at 37.24 per cent. Imports, circles, squares, ete, 1928, was $193, at
1614 per cent. The exports are around $6,000,000, Price of aluminum
ingots has gone from 20 cents a pound in 1922 to 24 cents In 1928,

Magnesium, production, $441,700; imports, $400, at 61 per cent,

Antimony, production, 14,306 tons; imports near 10,000 tons of pri-
mary and nominal amount of advanced. We produce no antimony from
ores but about 40 per cent of domestic requirements from dross and
scrap and import the balance.

The duty on copper products, including brass and bronze, is prohihl-
tive, gince we are in a dominating position.

Dynamite and other explosives, production in 1925, $36, 000000
imports, $458, at 614 per cent; exports, $1,808,000,

Types, production, $2,683,000; imports, $72,800, at 20 per cent;
exports, $381,000, or 14 per cent of production. There is no compe-
tition.

Duty on nickel oxide should be repealed,

Bottle caps of metal, ete., production, none; duty, 30 to 45 per cent;
imports, $165,000.

Mr, HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. BAcHARACH].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey is recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr, - BACHARACH. Mr, Cha.lrman and members of the
committee, I want first to call attention to a statement made
by my colleague [Mr. HuLL of Tennessee] in which he stated
that the ad valorem rates in the last bill were 55.003 per cent.
The fact iz that the average rates in the present bill are 38
per cent, and agriculture gets 42 per cent; and the metal
schedule, which I propose to discuss this afte:moon, gets less
than 35 per cent. I do not believe the minority members of the
Committee on Ways and Means themselves believe that we
were dominated by big business in the preparation of this par-
ticular schedule, If they will listen carefully they will find
out how the rates were made and how they were arrived at,
and then, I think, they will be satisfied. If anything at all,
the manufacturing industries did not receive what they should
have received in the preparation of this measure.

In so far as this particular schedule is concerned, we tried
to follow the “Garner” yardstick; that is, that the imports
had to amount to more than 5 per cent, and I think in every
schedule the amounts have ranged from 10 to 75 per cent,

I propose to discuss briefly only the items which I consider
the high spots in the bill. A more complete explanation will
follow, The first one is 301, the pig-iron schedule, in which
there was no increase of rates, but we did carry it along on the
same basis as the President had announced in his proclamation,

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes,

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. As a matter of fact, in this
schedule you did not increase the rate 50 per cent, but yon
have written into the schedule the rate which the President
ma(}g and you have given the President the power to boost it
again,

Mr. BACHARACH. We left it at that figure, and I ean
explain it. The imports on pig iron, used for commercial pur-
poses, are about 4.3 per cent. The production in this country
amounts to about 36,000,000 tons, of which 9,000,000 tons—
I am using approximate figures without referring to the papers—
come into competition with American production. The imports
amounted to 4.3 per cent, and as the President had given them
a 50 per cent rate we considered they were entitled to it and
gave it to them in that schedule.

The next is paragraph 304, and in that the imports of hollow
drill steel amount to about 50 per cent. For that reason in this
particular schedule we gave them a slight increase on the one
item. We increased the rate from 1.7 cents per pound to 3
cents, The importations there come from Sweden.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield again?

Mr. BACHARACH. Certainly,
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Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I want to get this clear. Did you
not, as a matter of fact, increase the schedule on pig iron 50
per cent in this bill?

Mr., BACHARACH. No, sir.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Above what you had provided in
the previous bill? )

Mr. BACHARACH. That statement is correct, and in the
meantime the President, by reason of his proclamation, after
a full investigation by the Tariff Commission, had raised the
rate to the present rate, which we have left in the bill.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas, I wanted to get clear what the
committee did. Is it not true that the committee did increase
the rate on pig iron 50 per cent?

Mr, BACHARACH. No, sir; they allowed the rate on pig
iron to stand.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Just another question. The rate
on pig iron is not the rate which the previous Congress enacted?

Mr. BACHARACH. No, it is not; because under the flexible
provision of the act of 1922 the President raised it 50 per cent
of the original rate.

Mr. REED of New York. It is the rate made possible by
that.

Me. BACHARACH. Certainly; it is exactly the same rate
as at present in force.

Mr. FREAR. Based on the report of the Tariff Commission?

Mr. BACHARACH, Yes.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Just one other question. Did you
not also preserve in this bill the power of the President to rai
this rate another 50 per cent? .

Mr. BACHARACH, Yes; he ean raise it another 50 per cent,
and I hope that if the industry needs it the President will take
advantage of that. Now, as to steel bars: The imports which
come into this country in competition with the American indus-
try are landed f. o. b. at dock, Philadelphia, at $41.01 per
long ton, while the price of American steel bars, delivered in

Philadelphia, is $50.40. So there is quite a little difference, as

you can observe. These figures are given to us by the Tariff
Commission, who aided the committee in procuring them. They
have been working for some little time gathering this informa-
tion and the rates are based on that information, after careful
investigation by the committee,

The next paragraph I want to discuss is paragraph 327, which
js cast-iron pipe. As you know, the cast-iron pipe industry in
this country has been affected by a great deal of importations
coming from France. In our examination we found that cast-
iron pipe coming into this country at the present time was com-
ing in at from 8 to 10 per cent of the total consumption in this
country. For that reason we increased that rate from 20 per
cent ad valorem to 30 per cent ad valorem. The price of the
French pipe, landed in New York during the year 1928, up until
November 30, was $33.93, as against American pipe landed i
New York at a price of $37.11.

The next paragraph I will take up is 342, I am taking these
up because I think they are the important ones in the schedules
and the ones in which changes have been made. That para-
graph takes in umbrella hardware. The industry is small, and
while there is only a couple of million dollars’ worth produced
in this country there are substantial importations and undersell-
ing and we decided to give them a small increase.

The next one is in reference to pens; that is, pens used for
writing.

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. What is the number of the
paragraph?

Mr. BACHARACH, The paragraph is No. 351,

We increased the rate for the reason that it was shown that
the competition in this country had increased quite a great deal.
They undersell the American market by many cents per gross.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield on that partic-
ular?

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes; I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. STAFFORD. What lines of steel pens are imported from
abroad? I thought Esterbrook and Spencerian pens virtually
had a monopoly on the local market by reason of the diminished
trade on account of the increase in the nse of fountain pens.

Mr. BACHARACH. The Esterbrook people are importing the
entire line.

Mr. STAFFORD.
Camden.

Mr. BACHARACH. Both the Spencerian and the Esterbrook
plants, 1 think, are in Camden, but one of them imports and
imports to themselves and therefore it was very difficult for us
to get accurate information, Instead of doing like they would
do in ordinary competition, where they wonld sell to somebody
in this counfry, they can charge the pens to themselves at a
higher price, and this was the interesting part of the evidence
that was produced at the hearings.

I thought they were manufactured in
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The next paragraph is electrical machinery, which is a new
paragraph.

There was some discussion the other day by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. McKeown] with reference to the rates on
electrical machinery. As a matter of fact, all that we have done
in this particular paragraph is to put electrical machinery in a
separate paragraph at practically the present rates. Under the
present law some electrical machinery comes in at 30 per
cent by reason of customs rulings, and some at 40 per cent.
We made a new paragraph of the entire thing and made the rate
40 per cent.

Next is paragraph 358 with respect to razor blades, which, I
think, was pretty generally discussed here the other day.

This [indicating] is the steel that comes in and on which we
have reduced the rate.

They were assessed as razor blades rather than as strip steel,
and in this way were brought in at a much higher rate.

Mr. COLLIER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHARACH. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. COLLIER. The gentleman has referred to the rate on
razor blades having been reduced, four to five times during the
debate; was that the only article in the steel schedule that
wis reduced?

Mr., BACHARACH. No, indeed.

Mr. COLLIER. On what other articles did you reduce the
rate?

Mr. BACHARACH. On quite a few, and there are some that
are not changed. I will answer the gentleman in this way:
QOut of the 99 paragraphs in this particular metal schedule, 32
of them were changed, 20 upward and 3 downward. Three
different schedules were reduced.

Mr. COLLIER. I want to ask the gentleman this question,
In view of the faet that the press stated some time ago that
the farming gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr] had writ-
ten the farm bill, although he did not have a farmer in his
entire constitnency, whether the gentleman from Atlantic City,
who is very much interested in the farmers, is the one who
took garden and field hoes, rakes, and pitchforks that here-
tofore have been on the free list for a dozen years or more,
and put a tariff of 30 per cent on them, and was this done in
the interest of farm legislation or in accordance with the ideas
szit?'? gentleman from New Jersey with respeet to farm
relief?

Mr. BACHARACH. Does the genfleman suppose that these
rakes and hoes are used only by the farmers? We use them
quite a little in the cities, and I want to tell the gentleman
from Mississippi that probably I represent a larger agricul-
tural district than the gentleman himself. We produce and
sell in my district over $25,000,000 worth of farm products.
[Applause.]

The next paragraph is No. 359, relating to surgical instru-
ments. This takes in surgical and dental instruments.

Mr, LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. BACHARACH. I yield.

Mr. LINTHICUM., What was the gentleman’s idea in rais-
ing the duty on surgical instruments which are used in the
6,000 hospitals of this country?

Mr, BACHARACH. I will tell the gentleman.

Mr. LINTHICUM. I do not find anything in the report about
that.

Mr. BACHARACH. There is a lot about it in the hearings.

Mr. LINTHICUM. I am referring to the report.

Mr. BACHARACH. It has been so long since that was writ-
ten that I do not recall about it, but I will say to the gentle-
man that this is an industry that was in part created by reason
of the necessities of the World War. Up to that time we were
importing practically all our surgical instruments from Ger-
many. Of course, by reason of the war the people of this coun-
fry had to get busy. They did get busy and they established an
industry that now supplies only a small part of the domestic
consumption. The evidence all tends to show that Germany
undersells us over 50 per cent on the average,

Mr. LINTHICUM. Does not the gentleman think it is just
a8 necessary for the hospitals to get along as it is for this small
industry that the gentleman speaks of to get along?

Mr. BACHARACH. This is not a small industry. It is a key
industry, absolutely necessary to our national defense. Any key
industry that is necessary for the protection of American lives
I do not consider a small industry, and if we allow this industry
to fall down now, no one knows when we would ever be able
to reestablish it. [Applause.]

Mr. COLLIER. I would like to ask my colleague another
question for information, and I want to say for the benefit of the
Members on this side that I believe the gentleman from New
Jersey gave as fair consideration to this matter as any member
of the committee, because he is one of the members that never

.
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bas been tariff mad like some of them have been. I would like
to ask the gentleman if this 70 per cent and 60 per cent in
section 359 refers to surgical instruments that are made out of
goft metal, because the gentleman will recall the statement that
we were exporting over four times as many of those surgical
instruments as we were bringing into the United States.

Mr. BACHARACH. The exports of surgical and medieal in-
gtruments are grouped together. There is competition in the
soft-metal surgical instruments, but in the hard-metal class there
is sharp competition, and let me say to you gentlemen that
there are about 10,000 different kinds of surgical instruments
used in this country, and our manufacturers can manufacture
any of them just as well as they can be thanufactured in any
country. The gentleman, I know, was present at the hearings
and I know he heard the witnesses testify; and if there was
ever a case made out, it was certainly made out by the people
who are engaged in this particular industry.

Mr. COLLIER. Now, may I ask the gentleman another ques-
tion? Did not the witnesses testify that we were sending out
of this country every year over four times as many of these
surgical instruments as we were bringing info this country,
and this being the case, what becomes of the patriotic state-
ment that we are liable not to have a knife with which to
operate upon the wounded in case of war?

Mr. BACHARACH. Here is the information furnished by
the Tariff Commission: They imported into this country in 1928
a half million dollars’ worth of this particular kind and they
exported about the same amount, but the exports included medi-
cal insiruments, The gentleman will find that on page 769 of
the hearings.

Mr. COLLIER. That was surgical instruments manufactured
of soft material.

Mr. LINTHICUM. What is the extent of the industry?

Mr. BACHARACH. About §2,000,000.

Mr. LINTHICUM. And you raised the duty 35 per cent and
put that charge on the hospitals of the country for a $2,000,000
industry?

Mr. BACHARACH. How often does the gentleman think
that hospitals have to buy surgical instruments?

Mr. LINTHICUM. Well, they buy a good many.

Mr. BACHARACH. I believe that the American citizens are
well able and perfectly willing to foster this particular industry.

Mr. COLLIER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BACHARACH. I yield.

Mr. COLLIER. The gentleman has read something in which
he stated that about as many surgical instruments came in as
were exported. My recollection is based on those hearings in
which we were permitted to participate, and I understood the
witness to say that there were four times as many.

Mr, BACHARACH, Let me say to the gentleman that he
heard all of the evidence regarding this particular paragraph.
I was satisfied that my friend from Mississippi was going to
support the bill

The next paragraph is 361—pliers. There is a certain kind
which is manufactured abroad which comes in competition with
those manufactured here, There are two different kinds of
pliers. The evidence shows that imports are coming in of the
cheaper pliers. For that reason we did increase the rate be-
cause the industry in this country was falling behind, and we
were satisfled from the evidence presented that they were en-
titled to the increase that we gave them.

Mr, COLLIER. I want to ask the gentleman ancther ques-
tion,

Mr. BACHARACH. 1T yield.

Mr. COLLIER. As to these cheap pliers, the kind that sold
for less than 25 cents, you not only put 60 per cent ad valorem
but in addition you put on a specific duty of 20 cents, So the
plier that would sell for less than 25 cents with a 60 per cent
ad valorem and a 20-cent specific duty would make the pliers
cost 60 cents. I want to ask if that would equalize the differ-
ence in eost of production between here and over yonder?

Mr., BACHARACH. I will give you some facts that, perhaps,
the gentleman has forgotten.

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHARACH. I yield.

Mr, GARNER. As I understand the gentleman, you trans-
ferred from the basket clause all items you could find where
the testimony justified a specific or ad valorem duty?

Mr. BACHARACH. I would not say that we have done that,
* but we tried to do it.

Mr. GARNER. And after you got through, how came you to
increase the rate from the basket clause?

Mr. BACHARACH. If the gentleman will have patience, I
will get to that in the next paragraph.

Mr. REED of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHARACH. I yield.
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Mr. REED of New York. Is it not a fact that the pliers
which came in from abroad were made to imitate an American
product and when sold to the people of this country who
thought they were buying the American production they found
that they were soft and would break, and that they flooded
our manufacturers with letters of complaints as to the quality
of the pliers?

Mr. BACHARACH. That is absolutely true. Now, the next
paragraph is 366, regarding pistols. One reason we raised the
duty on pistols was to prevent cheap pistols from coming into
this country. The evidence before us was that the cheap pis-
tols being sent here were practically of no value and were
dangerous to the people who used them.

Mr. REED of New York. They are an absolute fraud on the
purchasers, are they not?

Mr, BACHARACH. Yes; and that is one explanation that I
give for that. It was not because of any serious importations.

Mr. CELLER. And was there not a tariff embargo declared
against pistols also by the President—Spanich pistols?

Mr. BACHARACH. I do not know. I do not recall it. And
next I come to discuss paragraph 367, which is the watch sched-
ule, and I think perhaps I had better discuss the watch and the
clock schedules together, as they certainly are akin. This is
what has occurred in the watch industry particularly,

‘Wateh movements were imported into this country, and I am
just using now approximate figures, to the extent of approxi-
mately 4,000,000 movements during the last year, mosily jew-
eled watches; and production of jeweled watches in this coun-
try was only about 2,000,000. The importations last year were
about $15,000,000 and the exports amounted to comparatively
a small sum, and that mostly in the very cheap watches, and
not in the full-jeweled watch. We have changed the phrase-
ology, and increased the rates for the reason that this industry
needs additional protection. We changed the entire paragraph
for that particular reason. At the present time there is a
great deal of fraud. They send in a part of a watch. The
watch may have three adjustments on it, or it may not have
any. We have compelled them to mark the number of adjust-
ments on the back of the movement, and if they mark it with
three adjustments, they have to pay for each adjustment, as
marked. So far as the clock schedule is concerned, a number
of watch movements were brought in and used for automobile
clocks, made up, and brought in at the lowest rate. Since the
last act was passed, I think constantly the customs officials
have had something to do with clocks and watches in respect to
giving new rulings on them. As a matter of fact they would
send the case by one boat, and the movement by another, some-
times with jewels and sometimes without. I think the watch
and clock industry is one of the industries badly in need of ad-
ditional protection. Plus this additional fact, that, of course,
the foreign manufacturers, particularly of watches, would send
over any kind of a watch and, once sold, the purchaser would
not have any redress after buying an unsatisfactory watch. It so
happened as a matter of fact that two members of our com-
mittee had purchased foreign watches, and they were glad to
vote for an additional duty because of the faet that they had
had personal experience with unsatisfactory watches. I think
that is entirely warranted.

ie}{(;? SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
¥

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Has the policy of protecting the
American people against inferior articles also entered generally
into the making of the tariff?

Mr. BACHARACH. It would, so far as I am concerned.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I say, has it? I ask the guestion
seriously.

Mr. BACHARACH. And I am answering the question seri-
ously. As far as I am concerned that is true, and I think it
is true of the members of this committee, where they thought
something was being imported info this country for the delib-
erate purpose of just selling it, it not having any real value
at all, I believe the committee felt justified in putiing a rate
on that.

Mr. GARNER. I am glad my colleague has asked that ques-
tion and that the gentleman has answered it in the way he has.
If I understand it, then the idea in this bill is not only to pro-
tect the commercial interests but to protect the intellect of the
American people against being defrauded by the foreigner.

Mr. BACHARACH. I would not go so far as o say how
the committee feels about it.

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman feels that the American in-
tellect ought to be protected through the customs agents.

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes; I think the American people should
be so protected and I think the gentleman from Texas feels
the same way about it. Paragraph 370 has to do with air-
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planes and motor boats. Two or three years ago when we had
up one of our revenue bills, you will recall that we put in a
definition of motor boats. That definition is transferred here,
because it applies only to the tariff act of 1922,

The next schedule is the one that the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Garner] inquired abont, and that is the basket clause.
We took out of the basket elause certain tools where we could
find them and describe them. As a matter of fact the basket
clause 398 in the present bill—

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman
gets to that paragraph will he yield?

Mr. BACHARACH. Certainly.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. For the first time there is a duty on
some agricultural implements, forks, hoes, and rakes, in para-
graph 373.

Mr. BACHARACH. A few moments ago I answered the
gentleman from Misgissippi [Mr. CoLrEr] as to that.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. I was here and heard the answer the
gentleman gave, but he merely told the gentleman that they had
put 30 per cent ad valorem on them and gave no reason’ for
doing so. Those are extensively used agriculfural implements
and a duty is put on them for the first time.

Mr. BACHARACH. I do not believe that rakes and hoes are
used only by farmers. Certainly they did need additional
protection,

Mr, WHITTINGTON. I am asking the gentleman about
hoes and rakes that are used through the Cotton Belt, and I
assume they are used extensively in the corn area, and also
rakes in the hay area.

Mr. BACHARACH. We use them in New Jersey, and I
thought they were entitled to have the protection of 30 per
cent.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. And that is the reason that protection
was put on?

Mr. BACHARACH. As far as I am personally concerned;
yes. In this paragraph 398 there are thousands of items; I
do not know how many. I think there are over 1,500 which
have been tabulated by the Tariff Commission, and I have a
list here of certain things which the testimony indicated need

" additional protection.

Exist-
. Page of mlt]::guf Requested rate of duty
Commaodity hear- duty q (per cent)
ing (per
cent)
Electrical devices_ ..o ococacaaacaa- 2071 { ,";g ]-10 (new paragraph).
Foundry machinery........... -| 2460 140
Small tools (carbon steel) .| 2572 40 | 60
l’hei!s_,.i ............................. gg;g ﬁ '{(HIJO.
> . 1 nerease.
g%ro]riré acr?:l;s g 2570 40 | $1 each and 25 per cent.
Metal-folding rules 2582 40 | 7 cents per foot and 30 per

i cent.
(Gimlets, gimlet bits, and countersinks_| 2583 70.
10 cents each and 60 per

T D 1] o e G S R S O ) 2685
cent.
Hand: ool Lo oo oo i maas] 2587 Increased compound rates,
Hand-woodworking planes. . . ..c...... 2593 15 cents 1:01' pound and 30
per cent.
Hinges and butt hinges. 2603 Inereased compound rates.
Lighting equipment ... 2617 60

Luggage hardware .| 2632
Manufactures of platinum, gold, or 2639

silver, n.s. p. 1.
Molder’'s patterns. . . oo coooeamaoaca. 2639
Perfume atomizers..._......... --| 2641

Increased compound rates,
B0,

100.

60,
Pipa tonls s et L hs Increased compound rates.
Pipe and chain wrenches_ 2645 Do.
Pocket pencil sharpeners 2648 Do.

Precision tools.__.._...

160.
Berew drivers...._._... Increased compound rates.

g
EEE55555555525 S555 85 &3

Sewing thimbles_. .....ooccnee 1 257 Increase.
Bhnttle tipe 100 E i L cee] 2867 80,
Silver-plated hollow ware_..... 2657 L 60.

e R Al AV e 2663 Increase,
Wire netting. . . 2668 Do.

hi 2671 Increased compound rates.
Wrorichiss:1 L Lo e e 2672 Do -
1 Par. 369. * Par. 372. i Par. 339.

The rate was raised from 40 to 50 per cent in one of the
brackets and from 60 to 65 in the other. It was shown, how-
ever, that on many items a rate of 100 per cent would be
meaningless, because the rate was already adequate. There
was no use for us to take this paragraph 399 and subdivide it
entirely. We did take out some things that needed to be
taken out, like electrie-lighting fixtures and certain hand tools,
and gave them exactly the same rate.

Mr. GARNER. As I understand it, one of the reasons why
the gentleman did not undertake to take out of the basket
clause certain articles that appeared there which needed addi-

1219

tional protection was because to do so they would have to put
on 100 per cent, and he was ashamed to do that?
Mr. BACHARACH. No; I was not ashamed.

Mr, GARNER. But the gentleman’s colleagues did not have

the same consecience that the gentleman did?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
Jersey has expired.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 10
minutes additional.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey is recog-
nized for 10 minutes more.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the guestion of serap material come
under the purview of the gentleman’s subcommittee?

Mr, BACHARACH. It does.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will you kindly inform the committee why
the duty on serap iron and serap steel was raised?

Mr. BACHARACH. It is because of the compensatory duty.
This is a compensatory duty, and it was required to allow for
the duty on tungsten and other metals mentioned in the para-
graph.

Mr. STAFFORD. How do the importations of scrap in this
country appear in comparison with——

Mr. BACHARACH. Let me finish this.

In 207 are included drills, including breast drills, reamers,
taps, dies, bits, gimlets, gimlet-bits, countersinks, planes,
chisels, gouges, and other cutting tools; pipe tools, wrenches,
spanners, screw drivers, bit braces, vises, and hammers; cali-
pers, rules, and micrometers; all the foregoing, if hand tools
not provided for in paragraph 352, and parts thereof, wholly
or in chief value of metal, not specially provided for, 50 per
cent ad valorem,

That was the only way we could change it, and when we did
we tried to assort them. But we had this difficulty in this
schedule: There were 100 paragraphs in this schedule. We now
have 99. We cut out one of them. I will insert those figures.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes,

Mr. LINTHICUM. Can you do that without the consent of
the House?

Mr. BACHARACH. I could bring in a blackboard without
the consent of the House.

Mr, LINTHICUM. I could not bring in a bottle on one ocea-
sion. [Laughter.]

Mr. BACHARACH. That is all right. I want to show that
one of these is German made and another American made.
They are exactly the same. The difference in the cost of these
particular items is this: The German sells in this country at
$3.50 a gross. The other costs 49 cents a dozen to produce.
That is why this gets an additional 10 per cent.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHARACH. Yes.

Mr. GARNER. That does not protect the article, then?

Mr, BACHARACH. Not thoroughly.

Mr., GARNER. If that did not give it adequate protection,
why did you not put it in a different paragraph and give it
adequate protection?

Mr. BACHARACH. I thought I told the gentleman that there
were thousands of items in this particular paragraph. If we
had picked out each one of them we would have had a fine time
of it. We had about 40 witnesses on this particular schedule,
and we had an exhibit there of many hardware implements in
which a case was made out, I think, to the satisfaction of the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin, Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. BACHARACH, Yes.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. How much will the articles
you have exhibited here cost the consumer? You have shown
how much they cost in Germany and how much they cost to
produce in this country.

Mr. BACHARACH. On this particular proposition it costs
29 cents a dozen. That would mean a cent and a half on a
dozen of them.

Mr. LINTHICUM. What would the consumer have to pay
for it?

Mr. BACHARACH. I say about a cent and a half.

As a matter of fact, under a protective tariff, if we counld
manufacture goods in this country, we want to see it done.
In this case there is conclusive evidence that they were trying
to imitate the American producer. There are lots of these
particular matters that we could present to the committee.

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman has been good enough to tell
us the things he has increased in this schedule. Will the gentle-
man tell us of things on which the duty has been decreased?
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Mr. BACHARACH. Razor blades is one,

Mr. GARNER. How many, including the basket claunse?

Mr. BACHARACH. There were 340 different rates, approxi-
mately, and the duty was changed on 19 or 20 per cent; that is,
‘in the whole schedule, Of the 99 paragraphs in the schedule,
32 were changed, 3 were reduced, and 29 increased. As to
several of them, we had to raise them on account of compensa-
tory duty.

Mr. GARNER. That includes about 1,500 items, included in
3907

Mr. BACHARACH. There might be 1,500 before we have
finished with them. In so far as this bill is concerned, and cer-
tainly in so far as the industry is concerned in this bill, it does
not get anywhere near the protection it should have had; not
in my judgment, by a long way.

Mr. GARNER. The others besides razor blades? Can you
enumerate them? Are they so insignificant that the gentle-
man can not remember what they were?

Mr. BACHARACH. Probably I can tell you all that have
been raised without diffienlty. I will insert them in the Rucorp.
I am certain that there might be four of them.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BACHARACH. Yes.

Mr. CELLER. Is there a possible chance of reconsidering
the shoe schedule and putting a tariff on shoes? I come from
a district where the manufacture of shoes is a major industry.
I would like to know.

Mr. BACHARACH. I do not know what the leaders of the
House will do about if, but in the next few days I presume
all the Members on both sides will have full information as
to what the Republican Members have in mind. [Applause.]

Mr, Chairman, the Fordney-McCumber Act of 1922 has now
been in operation almost seven years. It was my privilege,
as a' member of the Ways and Means Committee, to help in
the framing of that act, and it is my opinion that the record
of its operation has fully justified all the good hopes and
predietions that were held out for it at the time of its enact-
ment, while, to the contrary, it has completely weathered all
of the direful things that were predicted for it by its opponents,

The conditions under which we are now called upon to
consider tariff legislation are entirely different from those
which obtained at the time of the enactment of the Fordney-
McCumber Act.

Then we were confronted with the task of translafing a
low tariff law into a high or protective tariff law. Now we
have but the duty of readjusting a limited number of rates
of that protective tariff law to meet certain economic changes
and conditions which have occurred since the adoption of the
act of 1022,

On the whole, however, I believe that it is the feeling that
with but some few exceptions in both the agricultural and
industrial schedules the Fordney-McCumber tariff law has been
generally satisfactory and that it has accomplished practically
everything that it was claimed it would accomplish,

Under it our foreign commierce has continued fo expand,
and there has been an increased growth in our imports and
exports. Our exports for 1928 totaled $5,020,682,000, while
our imports were $4,091,120,000, showing a balance of trade
in our favor of $038582,000, an increase of more than $364,-
000,000 over 1927. Our customs receipts have run as high as
$600,000,000 per year, and the increased revenue from that
source has helped to thrice reduce Federal taxes,

To an industrial nation like ours our foreign trade is of vital
eoncern, Our prosperity is largely influenced by the prosperity
of those nations with whom we carry on trade, That part of
our production which we export may be translated as being the
difference between employment and unemployment, belween
prosperity and depression. To carry on this favorable foreign
trade which is so necessary to our prosperity and development
we must exercise care that we do not do that which will retard
the natural inward flow of goods by which our foreign customers
can pay in kind for the things which they have purchased from
us, The good will of all nations is necessary for our material
prosperity.

It is no easy matter to frame a tariff bill. I am a firm be-
liever in the principle of a protective tariff, but I am not an
exclusionist. I am frank to say that in my opinion a number
of industries are entitled to better consideration than is ac-
corded to them in this bill. However, like all other legislation,
a tariff bill is bound to be a matter of compromise. The Ways
and Means Committee has been continuously at work since
the first of the year in the preparation of the bill which is now
offered for your consideration. Two months of that time was
spent in holding publie bearings for the purpose of getting all
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possible and available information that would be helpful to the
committee in arriving at satisfactory conclusions,

‘We heard about 1,100 witnesses while as many more who did
not appear in person filed written briefs covering their industries
and commodities, The information which they gave to the com-
mittee, taken in conjunction with the facts that were furnished
by the experts of the Tarifl Commission, forms the basis upon
which your committee acted in making changes in both classi-
ﬂﬁﬂons and rates and in the administrative provisions of the
bill,

Of course, there have been some disappointments in the rates
carried in the bill; it is inherently impossible to enact a tarift
law which will be universally satisfactory to the many diver-
sified interests affected by it. I am sure that it will not please
all of the witnesses who appeared before our committee, and it
will not please all of the Members of this House, many of whom
have been most assiduous in the interest of their districts and
their constituents,

I was chairman of the subcommitiee to which was assigned
Schedule No. 3, known as the metals schedule, a very impor-
tant schedule.

It provides for an enormous number of eommodities, ranging
from crude ores to the most delicate and complicated mecha-
nisms which may be fabricated from metals. Many of the
products are unrelated, and the diversification of production and
distribution methods and of competitive conditions is extreme.
On the whole the commodities provided for in this schedule are
supplied to the domestic market largely by domestic manu-
facturers, and some lines are on a substantial export basis,
Some individual products and groups of commodities have, how-
ever, suffered severe and inecreasing competition from abroad
since 1922, and to these articles the attention of the committee
was particularly directed.

Schedule 3 of the act of 1922 contains 100 paragraphs and
291 brackets or separate rates of duty. Wiitnesses appearing
before the committee requested changes on nearly 70 paragraphs,
The committee has made changes in bracketing, phraseology,
and rates, so that the schedule in the bill contains 99 paragraphs
and 340 rates, The rate changes affeet 32 paragraphs. About
20 per cent of the total number of rates in the bill represent
changes in amount of duty from the rates in the aet of 1922,
There are three decreases in rates. Most of the increases affect
products of minor importance and are small in amount. In the
cases, however, of surgical and dental instruments, pliers, and
wiatches and clocks, substantial increases are required on ac-
count of the great differences in cost of production or selling
prices here and abroad.

During the period 1925 to 1927 imports of the metal group
were about 9 per cent by value of the total imports into the
United States. They amounted to about $370,000,000 per year.
Of this amount about 64 per cent, or $237,000,000, was admitted
free of duty. These nondutiable metal commodities consisted
to the extent of about 95 per cent of ores and crude metals of
tin, copper, and precious metals. The dutiable metal commodi-
ties, valued at $133,000,000 per year, likewise constituted about
9 per cent of the total dutiable imports of all kinds.

The rates of duty in Schedule 3 are not excessive as compared
with other schedules., The equivalent ad valorem rate on all
dutiable metal products was 34.25 per cent, as compared with
a rate of 38.57 per cent for dutiable articles of all kinds during
the same period. :

Although striking advances have been made in manufacturing
methods and in technology and a considerable number of new
products have appeared, comprehensive revision was found to be
unnecessary. For example, the scope of the phraseology pro-
vided in the act of 1922 on alloys was substantially broadened
on account of the many new developments and the increasing
importance of such products.

Every effort was made to clarify the intent of the act by giv-
ing specific classifications to many produets not heretofore men-
tioned, and partieularly to those which have been the subject of
litigation and have been classified by court or Treasury deci-
sions.

It was found advisable to make some rearrangemenis in the |
schedule, Three paragraphs, those providing for fountain pens,
mechanical peneils, penholders, and fishing tackle, were trans-
ferred to the sundries schedule. Two paragraphs providing for
fulminates and high explosives were transferred to the chemi-
eal schedule. The paragraph on cabinet locks was transferred
from the sundries to the metal schedule without change of rates
or phraseology. Neéw paragraphs have been provided for phos-
phor copper, illuminating fixtures and lamps, hand tools, and
electrical products. The paragraph providing for silver leaf
was combined with that providing for gold leaf, and a few para-
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graphs toward the end of the schedule were renumbered to fill
gaps made by transfers,
IRON AND STEEL

The manufacture of iron and steel constitutes one of the most
jmportant industries in the United States. The total production
of iron and steel products at the present time is valued at about
$3,000,000,000 a year. Approximately 360,000 persons are em-
ployed. The domestic production of steel (about 51,650,000 tons
during 1928) constitutes about 43 per cent of the world’s output.
The industry has developed throughout the history of the
Nation and is now considered, as a whole, highly efficient and
on a sound economiec basis. Although profits have been low dur-
ing recent vears, they show a tendency to increase.

There are, however, some maladjustments of classification
and rates, and since 1922 there have been advances in metal-
lurgical practice and changes in economic conditions of the in-
dustry which prompted careful consideration from a fariff
standpoint, The advantages which European producers of iron
and steel enjoy as a result of low costs for labor and transporta-
tion have been accentuated since the war by the modernization
of many old plants, the building of new plants, the general adop-
tion of more efficient methods of operation, and the organization
of many producing units into cartels, A few domestic iron and
steel products meet severe competition, particularly along the
seaboards, and it has developed that some rates are not in line
with the general rate structure applying to iron and steel prod-
vets.  Consequently the readjustments indicated below have
been made with a view toward mitigating existing inequalities
in competition, without materially affecting the general level of
rates imposed by the schedule,

The domestic manufacture of iron in pigs—paragraph 301—
with which the imported product comes into direct competition is
a declining industry. United States production of iron in pigs
has deelined from 9,523,855 tons in 1913 to 7,723,676 tons in 1828,
More than one-half of the merchant blast furnaces are idle,
Imports were 132,568 tons in 1927 and 140,694 tons in 1928. The
rate of $1121% per ton proclaimed by the President has been
incorporated.

Paragraph 301 also provides for scrap of iron or steel and its
phraseology was revised to provide for the assessment of addi-
tional duties on alloy metals contained in such scrap in line with
duties on alloys in other paragraphs. Tungsten steel scrap,
worth about 6 cents per pound in Europe, has been imported in
substantial quantities at the same rate of duty as ordinary steel
scrap, which is obtainable at less than 1 cent per pound in the
United States.

Sponge, or granular iron, which is made by the low tempera-
ture reduction of irom ore, is a comparatively new product in
the United States, and is not specifically mentioned in the pres-
ent act. As it is somewhat similar in use and value to that of
muck bars, phraseology deseriptive of this conrmodity has been
introduced in paragraph 303. The phraseology was also changed
to include small pieces of muck bars manufactured for use in
making steel and herefofore dutiable as scrap iron.

Concrete reinforeing bars are mentioned by name at the rate
originally assessed in paragraph 304.

Paragraph 305 of the present act provides enmulative duties
on all alloy steels and additional duties on certain alloying
materials in excess of stated amounts in such steels. In order
to carry out the established policy of special tariff treatment
for alloy steels, the provisions have been expended in this bill
to embrace the entire range of alloy materials and the products
of which they are important components, and the minimum
dutiable alloy content has been altered in conformity with pres-
ent mretallurgical practice. The act of 1922 provides only for
alloys contained in steel. Recently, however, alloys contained
in iron, such as stainless ironm, are of increasing importance.
The phraseology of the present bill has accordingly been changed
to provide for alloys contained in iron. Provision has been made
also for assessing higher rates of duty on chromium or vanadium
contained in steel or iron because of the growing industrial
importance of such steels and irons, and because of pressure on
domestic markets from foreign sources. The rates are compen-
satory for the rates on chromium and vanadium provided in
paragraph 302.

Hollow drill steel, a high-priced product, is imported from
Sweden to the extent of about one-third or more of the domes-
tic consumption. Consequently this product was specifically
nrentioned in paragraph 304, and the rate was increased.

Imports under paragraph 312, “structural shapes,” have in-
creased from. §131,669 in 1919 to $5,377,129 in 1928, and con-
stitute the bulk of the rolled steel imported. About 99 per cent
of imports under the paragraph econsist of structural shapes, con-
crete reinforcement bars, and sheet piling. The rate now in
effect is one-fifth of 1 cent per pound, a lower rate than is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

1221

assessed on plain steel bars in paragraph 304. As such imported
reinforcing bars have consistently undersold the competing do-
mestic articles, the product was mentioned by name under para-
graph 304, where the rate will be three-tenths of 1 cent per
pound.

Imports of cast-iron pipe have become an important factor
in the domestic market in recent years, and amounted in 1928
to $1,780,732. The imported pipe, largely from France, has
the advantage of production at a low cost in a gompletely
integrated plant and the benefit of relatively low transporta-
tion costs to the seaboard markets of the United States. The
ratio of imports to domestic production was slightly over 6
per cent in 1927, and the effect of the low prices at which the
product is sold is serions., The rate on such pipe has been
increased from 20 to 30 per cent.

The phraseology in the iron and steel schedule has been
changed only where necessary to (1) minimize the incentive
toward litigation, (2) clarify the intent of Congress, (3) insure
the assessment of the alloy metals at the proper rates of duty,
(4) mention new products, such as sponge iron, by name, and
(5) to provide specifically for products which have been the
subject of litigation, or which have been imported in such
quantities as to warrant increases in rates. The changes intro-
duced are designed to more nearly equalize competitive oppor-
tunity, particularly in markets near seaboard, and to adjust
certain rates which are now inconsistent. The adjustments do
not affect the great bulk of the trade in iron and steel products.

ALLOYING MATERIALS IN ORE, ALLOYS, AND ALLOYED PRODUCTS

The alloys and alloy metals provided for in paragraph 302
are mostly intermediate produets which are used in metallurgy
to produce other alloys and numerous special steels. Most of
the group are rare and costly metals and alloys almost un-
known to the general public, but never the less of vital
importance,

The use of alloys has expanded considerably and new alloys
have been developed since 1922, The structure of the tarifif
rates on alloys in the act of 1922 involved the relationship
existing between the content of the alloy material in the ore,
in the alloy, and in the finished alloyed product. Changes in
basic rate would therefore ordinarily involve corresponding
changes in the related rates. The only change found necessary
in the rates of duty on the ores from which alloying metals are
produced is in the rate on tungsten ore. A small increase in
this rate is advisable in view of the difference in cost of pro-
duction here and abroad—as tentatively determined by the
Tariff Commission—and the large ratio of imports to domestic
production. Advances in metallurgical practice have been
such as to obviate the necessity for corresponding changes in
the rates on tungsten alloys. .

In regard to alloys in general, various products not mentioned
by name in former acts but included to some extent under general
phraseology are of growing importance due to the availability of
the electric furnace for their manufacture. Others are of similar
possible use but still in the laboratory or research stage. Such
alloys have been mentioned by name or description in the new
phraseology and have been included either at the rates they
wounld presumably have taken under the previous act or at the
same rate given to similar previously mentioned products, The
principal alloys affected are those used in the manufacture of
high-grade alloyed steel.

The alloy content of various metal products has undergone
changes due to developments in the industry. To meet these
conditions the limiting dutiable alloy content has been newly
defined in the present draft, and care has been taken to har-
monize this limiting content in the various paragraphs which
apply to alloyed products. The new phraseology regarding alloy
content now applies equally in the paragraphs on pig iron and
serap, wrought iron, rolling-mill products, forgings, and certain
casgtings and tools.

Confusion has arisen in the administration of the act of 1922
regarding the classification of certain comparatively rare ele-
ments which are generally classed as metals. Since they were
not formerly mentioned by name, classification was justified
either in the free list as metals unwrought or in the chemical
schedule as elements at 25 per cent ad valorem. Collectively
their uses appear to group them with metals rather than chem-
icals, and their production involves a high degree of manufac-
turing and refining, Accordingly they and their alloys have
been specifically named or desecribed and included among other
similar metals at the existing rate of 25 per cent ad valorem.

NONFERROUS ORES AND METALS

This group as a whole has called for almost no alteration in
rates. Changes in the paragraph on miscellaneous alloys (302)
have necessitated changes in the phraseology in the paragraphs
on aluminum and nickel. The provision for smelter wastage
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in ore imported for smelting and refining in bond has been
extended to make nondutiable the nonrecovered lead in copper,
gold, or silver ores, and the nonrecovered zine in lead or copper
ores.

Three minor products whose classification has been the sub-
jeet of administrative or judicial decisions have been named
specifically : Phosphor copper, used in metallurgical operations,
has been given a rate of duty commensurate with the apparent
advantage enjoyed by foreign manufacture; lead fiue dust, used
for its lead content, has been included at the rate provided for
lead ore and matte; and zine dross, another recoverable waste
produet, has been included at the rate provided for scrap zine.

WATCHES AND CLOCKS

The gronp of industries making watches, clocks, and allied
products in the United States had its beginning abount 1809 and
has developed steadily until it now employs about $150,000,000
in capital, 25,000 wage earners, and its production amounts to
about $80,000,0600 per year.

Since 1922 these industries, which have a high reputation for
efficiency and the excellence of their products, have not partici-
pated in the general prosperity and progress.

A far-reaching demand began during the World War, when
the wearing of wrist watches by men became popular. After the
war the demand for these small watches increased rapidly and
extended to small watches of the bracelet type for ladies, This
change has resulted in a larger market for watches in the United
States, particularly those of medium price.

Imports under the tariff act of 1922 of watches and clocks,
particularly of medium-priced watches, have more than
doubled, and in 1927 the foreign value of such imports was
equal to 22 per cent of the entire domestic production, while
only 4 per cent of the domestic production was exported. The
quantity of imports bears an unknown but much higher ratio
to domestie produetion. Imports of watches cover the entire
field of production but are more numerous in the wrist watches
of medium and low price. Imports of clocks are diversified,
but the most noteworthy items are small clocks for household
and automobile use, many of which contain watech movements.
The spread between the foreign factory prices of imported
watches and clocks and the factory prices at which such articles
are sold in the United States is often equal to several hundred

per cent of the foreign prices. As a result of the competition
from low-priced imported timepieces the manufacture of some
lines, such as very small ladies’ watches, has been abandoned

in the United States. It is estimated that there are now more
imported jeweled watches sold in the United States than there
are jeweled watches of domestic manufacture.

As a result of the phraseology and relation of rateg in the
present act, it is possible to import incomplete mechanisms at a
substantially lower duty than would apply to complete mecha-
nisms and thus obtain a commercial advantage. It is also
possible to evade the payment of duties by the use of sub-
stitutes for certain jewels, and to place misleading marking upon
the mechanisms, or to so mark the complete product that the
consumer may be deceived as to the quality and origin of the
article. It is also possible to import certain types of clocks as
watches and certain types of watch mechanisms as ctocks for
the purpose of obtaining the lowest rate of duty.

The paragraphs on watches and clocks have been redrafted
to (1) provide classifications which will cover the entire range
of products manufactured by these industries with rates of
duty adjusted to the relative severity of competition in the
various articles and to the variations in costs of production, (2)
prevent, in so far as is possible, evasions of duty, (8) the im-
portation of merchandise tending to mislead the consumer, (4)
equalize the competitive opportunity of importing complete
mechanisms with that of importing parts for assembly in the
United States, and (5) equalize the competitive opportunity of
various kinds and grades of products classified in these two
paragraphs.

The new classifications for watches depend solely upon the
pbysical characteristics of the mechanisms., The rates are ad-
justed according to the size of the mechanisms as the advan-
tage of the imported product varies inversely with the size of
the mechanism. Duties are added to the base rates for each
jewel and for each adjustment of the mechanism to insure pro-
portional duaties on higher grade products. Over the two para-
graphs the rates have been increased on an average of about
50 per cent, the rates on some items having been redueced, and
on others, where competition is most severe, rates having been
doubled. Classification of past imports in sufficient detail to
permit the estimation of probable ad valorem equivalents under
the new system is impossible.

PISTOLS AND REVOLVERS .

It became apparent during the World War that the main re-
liance of the Government for the arms required for a major
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military emergency must be upon the private makers of such
arms, with their staffs of highly trained workers and their me-
chanieal equipment. Consequently it is necessary for the na-
tional defense that the arms industry be maintained on a busis
that will encourage normal expansion in time of peace.

Pistols and revolvers are made in two general classes: One
group of firms makes a high-class, expensive product; the other
group, arms of a lower grade and price. Imported pistols and
revolvers compete in both classes, but more severely in lower
grades, Arms of the latter type are made abroad in large num-
bers; an entire town in Spain is devoted almost wholly to the
industry. Many of these pistols are not only of low grade but
are constructed of iron instead of the forged steel used by all
domestic makers. Such arms are a source of danger to the user.
The specific duty on arms valued at not over $4 each has been
increased from $1.25 to $2 to restrict importation of poorly
made and dangerous products, which compete with the products
of an industry necessary to the safety of the Nation. The
phraseology has also been changed to insure the proper classifica-
tion of revolvers and single-shot pistols,

ELECTRICAL MACHINERY AND APPARATUS

The products of this important group of industries are now
duotiable under fwo paragraphs. Transformers, wiring devices,
control apparatus, and the like are assessed at 40 per cent as
manufactures of metal not specifically provided for, whereas
generators and motors, which are more expensive and difficult
to manufacture and more susceptible to competition, are assessed
at only 30 per cent as machines not specifically provided for
under paragraph 372. Furthermore, litigation over the meaning
of the term machine as applied to electrical equipment has re-
sulted in transferring some products to the machinery paragraph
and leaving similar products classified under paragraph 399.

The industry is of such importance that separate classification
of its products is warranted, if only for the purpose of securing
adequate statistical information. Imports have been increasing
under the tariff act of 1922 and amounted to approximately
$1,500,000 in 1928. The new paragraph groups the products of
the industry according to use and is designed to exclude from
the paragraph all articles and parts of articles not in chief
value of mefal, thus insuring classification of such articles as
condenser plates of mieca, porcelain insulators, and the like, at
the rates intended by Congress.

The domestic electrieal industry is characterized by large
and highly organized units and in Europe there have grown
up large organizations, developed along similar lines, some of
which establishments are actively competing in United States
markets.

Allied to the electrical industry is the manufacture of light-
ing fixtures and portable lamps. Although the cheaper grades
of fixtures ean be made in standard types in considerable num-
bers, yet the better grades-are not adapted to such methods,
and the design and production of the large and expensive fix-
tures used in hotels and other public buildings is more of an
art than a manufacturing business, and requires a great amount
of hand work. Attempts have been made to enter lighting
fixtures at 20 per cent, as electric incandescent lamps.

In order to provide adequate statistics and to eliminate the
tendency to litigation, this paragraph has been written, provid-
ing for metallic fixtures the same rates of duty as those in the
basket clause, where they are now classified.

BURGICAL AND DENTAL INSTRUMENTS

Outstanding among American industries suffering from for-
eign competition are those produeing surgical and dental in-
struments. Before the World War the United States obtained
the bulk of its surgical instruments from Germany. When im-
ports were shut off in 1914 considerable development took place
in this country, but the need of adequate production facilities
during the latter years of the war was still keenly felt. Since
the war, and particularly since 1924, imports of surgical in-
struments have increased with a resultant decrease of domestic
production. The number of domestic plants has been reduced
to a few relatively small establishments engaged largely in
the manufacture of specialties, soft-metal instruments, and in
repair work.

Germany manufactures on a mass production basis for a
world market and at the present time supplies about nine-
tenths of the steel instruments and approximately half the
instruments made of nonferrous metals which are consumed in
the United States. Certain classes of dental instruments, such
as burrs and handpieces, are also imported in substantial quan-
tities, and imports have increased steadily since 1922,

Some domestic producers now import instruments in order
to supply their customers with articles which they can not
produce profitably.

Price studies made by the Tariff Commission indicate that
there is a spread between the foreign and domestic prices of
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representative instruments.ranging from nearly 100 to over 300
per cent of the foreign price on surgical instruments and from
about 80 to over 800 per cent on dental instruments. Some of the
imported dental instruments are, however, of inferior guality.
To partially equalize these differences, and with a view to the
maintenance of an industry which is essential to the welfare of
the Nation and adequate for a national emergency, the rate on
surgical instruments was inereased from 45 to 70 per cent ad
valorem and on dental instruments from 35 to 60 per cent ad
valorem. Certain instruments not previously mentioned, and
with respect to which there were specific requests for special
treatment, have been mentioned by- name.
DECORATIVE METAL FPRODUCTS

Serious competition has developed in certain branches of this
group of industries, Imports of aluminum foil increased over
fifty times by 1928, as compared with imports during 1923. Two
pew products have been developed since 1922, namely, metal
powder in the form of leaf—oeser foil—and metallic decorative
material mounted on a backing. New rates have been adopted
for aluminum foil and mounted decorative metal to meet the
inereased competition from imports. The rate proclaimed by
the President on gold leaf has been incorporated. The former
paragraph on silver leaf has been combined with that on gold
leaf without change of rate.

HARDWARE AND TOOLS

The group of industries producing hardware and tools is
on the whole in a satisfactory condition. There are numerous
establishments that manufacture thousands of different items
on a mass production basis, Most of such establishments are
reasonably prosperous. There are alto many establishments
manufacturing specialties, efficiently and at a low cost, but in
relatively small quantities. Individoal items in this group of
products, particularly mechanies’ tools, anvils, chains, hand farm
tools, and miscellaneous hardware, are suffering from foreign
competition and increased rates have accordingly been provided.

The eommittee received requests for changes in rates of duty
on about 30 items in this group, most of them now dutiable
under paragraph 399. Some of the industries concerned, notably
that manufacturing anvils, have declined since the pﬂssage_of
the present act, the domestic requirements being largely supplied
by imports.

Many mechanies’ tools and items of hardware are sold to an
increasing extent in hardware and chain stores, the imported
products often being obtainable at much lower prices than are
the comparable domestic articles. A notable example is pliers,
the demand for the cheaper qualities of which is supplied to the
extent of about 50 per cent by the imported product. The aver-
age foreign value of imported pliers in 1928 was 14.4 cents,
whereas the lowest-grade pliers manufactured in the United
States can seldom be sold as low as 30 cents.

The rate of duty on hand farm tools, paragraph 373, remains
unchanged at 40 per cent ad valorem.

MISCELLANEOUS MANUFACTURES OF METAL AND SPECIALTIES

This group of products comprises for the most part the
output of comparatively small industries, some of which manu-
facture in great variety. Those items of particular note respect-
ing which the present bill provides reclassification or increases
in rates, or both, are wire rope, wire cloth, umbrella hardware,
metal kitchen utensils, print rollers, buckles, tacks, pens, print-
ers' type, and needles.

‘Wire rope, such as is used for elevator and other hoisting
cable, is imported in substantial amounts. The rope imported
is in some instances of inferior grade and dangerous, especially
where human life is dependent upon quality. Imported wire
rope is now selling in the United States at from $2 to §10 per
hundred feet or about 25 to 30 per cent under the lowest price
at which the domestic product can be sold. Imports are equal
to about 8% per cent of domestic production, while exports
amount to only slightly over 3 per cent. These considerations
warrant the increase from 35 to 40 per cent.

The manufacture of wire cloth with meshes finer than 80 per
linear inch requires a high degree of skill and the use of expen-
sive equipment. Imports are substantial, particularly in the
fine grades, and such imports are sold at lower prices than are
comparable products of domestie production. In some instances
the differential in price has ranged up to 450 per cent of the
price of the foreign product and credit terms are granted, par-
ticularly on wire cloth used in paper making, which give a
substantial additional advantage. An increase of rates on the
finer grades of wire cloth has been made and a reclassifieation
provided with increased rates on wire cloth used in paper
making, which is now imported, by authority of Treasury
decision as parts of machinery under paragraph 372 at 30 per
cent,
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Umbrella hardware is manufactured in the United States in
8 or 10 establishments now producing a yearly output somewhat !
below $2,000,000 dellars in value, of which about 65 per cent is!
labor cost., There is evidence that the industry is now oper-!
ating at a loss. Imports, mostly from Germany, are estimated |
to equal about 15 per cent of domestic production and are in- |
ereasing, The imported product is sold in the United States at|
prices which can not be met by the domestic producer. The!
increase in duty is intended to partially equalize the existing'
differences in costs and prices.

Table, household, and kitchen utensils plated with preclous.
metals have been classified with utensils made of base metal at’
a lower rate of duty than that assessed in paragraph 399 on'
related articles made by the same industries. A bracket has
been added to paragraph 339 including such utensils plated with
zold or platinum at 65 per cent and silver-plated utensils at 50
per cent, -

Print rollers provided for in paragraph 396, although the
subject of an increased rate proclaimed by the President, have
since the proclamation been classified under court decisions as.
paris of machines taking a rate of 30 per cent ad valorem, as
have engraved.rollers made entirely of metal. The paragraph
has been reworded to insure the classification thereunder of all
rollers and blocks used for printing, and the rate of duty pro-
claimed by the President has been confined to print rollers
with raised patterns of brass or brass and felt,

A bracket has been added to paragraph 331 provided for up-
holsterers’ nails, thumb tacks, and chair glides made of two or
more pieces of iron or steel. The rates in this paragraph are
much lower than those on most of the small finished metal prod-
uets and have proven inadequate to prevent destructive compe-
tition in the articles newly provided for. The United States
prices on the imported articles are now from one-third fo one-
half the prices of the domestic products.

Similar situations were found to exist with respect to
metallic pens, the rates on which have been increased and
a bracket provided to include new products; printers’ type,
the imports of which from Europe are increasing; and on
certain kinds of needles which are imported in considerable
quantities and sold at prices which domestic manufacturers
can not meet.

High-priced ornamental shoe buckles have, under court and
Treasury decisions, been classified under paragraph 346, which
was intended to cover only utilitarian arficles. The paragraph
has been limited to articles valued at not over $1.66%4 per
hundred, thus relegating decorative buckles to paragraph 1428,
The same conditions prevail with respect to snap fasteners,
paragraph 348, and the same adjustment was made.

The changes in the administrative provisions of the present
law, as carried in this bill, are most important. The amend-
ments suggested to the “ flexible” provision of the present act
are far-reaching in their effects and will afford a means of
relief for those industries which feel that they have not been
adequately provided for in this new bill when it becomes a
law. The changes proposed, in my opinion, will put real
teeth in the “flexible” provision and will enable the Presi-
dent and the Tariff Commission to funection as it was intended
they should funetion but found it impossible to so do under
the present law. It so broadens the authority of the com-
mission, acting under the instructions of the President, that
it is expected it will enable the President to render a decision
on an application for relief within a period of a few months,
where it now takes anywhere from two to three years or
longer to get a decision. As a matter of fact, the changes
which are suggested in the administrative features of the bill
are all in the interest of better service to the American
producer. 3

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. LINTHICUM],

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland is recog-
nized for 10 minutes,

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, after the wonderful addresses which have been made
here to-day by members of the Ways and Means Committee,
who have made a thorough study of this subject and for three
months have listened to witnesses touching upon the 10,000 items
contained in this bill, it can hardly be expected of me to measure
up to their standard of knowledge upon this subject.

The old saying, however, that “ silence gives consent ” promp!s
me as a Democrat, who does not believe in burdening the con-
sumers of the ecountry unnecessarily and for nonrevenue pur-
poses, to say that I am opposed to this bill and to the items of
increase contained therein, It is totally unnecessary at this
time and reprehensible in every way.
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T can remember further back perhaps than a great many men
in this House, yet there are those who can remember just as far
and some farther back than I can. There was a time within
my memory when the father made the living for the family,
gons often helping him out. The women folk remained at home
Yooking after the family matters and the household, and there
was contentment and happiness. To-day, however, the whole
economic condition has changed. The daughters must seek em-
ployment, and often the wives and mothers are engaged in work
away from the home, which demonstrates very clearly that it
requires the combined efforts of a family to maintain itself.
This situation is largely brought about by the tremendous in-
erease in the cost of living, and this high cost of living emanates
from the protective, or I might say prohibitive, tariff which the
Republican Party has placed upon the necessaries of life,

We had hoped that with modern machinery, and its mass
production, the cost of living would have been much less than
under the old method. I had hoped that Congress might see fit
to decrease the tariff upon many articles of food products in the
interest of the consumer, which I believe would likewise redound
to the interest of the farmers,

I understood when this special session was ealled that we
were meeting for the purpose of “farm relief.” It never oc-
curred to me that we were here to revise the entire tariff sched-
ule in a bill comprised of 460 pages covering at least 10,000
items. When Congress passed the farm relief bill, creating
cooperative associations, and establishing a revolving fund of
$500,000,000, I thought that we would then revise downward the
tariff upon those things which affected the farmer, I certainly
did not have the remotest idea that the Republicans intended to
help the farmer with the left hand in a relief measure and then
grasp him, as it were, by the throat by increasing in a tariff
bill his cost of living, and the cost of the implements with
which he works, to bring to fruition his crops. Why, this tariif
bill will cost him far more than we can even hope to relieve
him by the farm relief bill which was passed.

SUGAR

Take the sugar schedule for instance—perhaps the most
reprehensible one in the entire bill; In that schedule we in-
crease the burden upon the sugar consumers of the land by not
less than $£200,000,000, and this, mind you, is in addition to
the burden of $190,000,000 which Congress placed upon sugar
consumers under the Fordney-McCumber tariff bill passed in
1922, making a total tariff increase to the consumer within the
last 7 years of around $400,000,000. Why is this done? When
85 per cent of all the sugar we use is produced in the Philip-
pines, Hawaii, Porto Rico, and Cuba, the other 15 per ecent
being beet sugar raised in the Northwest and cane sugar raised
in Louisiana. It is purely to help the beet-sugar industry.
‘When you realize that the Great Western Sugar Co., of Colo-
rado (which produces 500,000 tons, or one-half of all our beet
sugar), has profits in excess of 45 per cent annually on its
watered stock.

Under this bill sugar is admitted free of duty from the Philip-
pines, Hawaii, and Porto Rico; and little Cuba, with its $760,-
000,000 of American money invested in sugar interests, will be
erippled by the big increase duty. I have heard the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr, Frear] predict that with free sugar com-
ing from the Philippines, Hawaii, and Porto Rico, the beet-sugar
growers will not be able to exist against this competition, which
employs cheap labor in the production of its sugar. How true
this prediction may be can be gathered from the following table,
which shows that between 1922 and 1928 the sugar production
from the Philippines alone increased from 127,212 tons to
637,000 tons. There is such a thing as putting on too heavy
duty, which brings on increased production and competition
from other conntries and destroys the industry of our country,
This may be the case with sugar, but what I am opposing is this
unnecessary increase to the cost of living. We can readily
understand this when we are reminded that in 1867 the aver-
age individual consumption of sugar was 45 pounds per annum,
while it has now grown to 109 pounds per annuimn,

Here is the domestic-sugar problem

Productive tons
Duty frea
Years Years
1922-23 1928-29
Domestic heat. 911, 190 925, 000
Touist 263, 478 145, 000
Porto Rico 338, 456 620, 000
Philippines. . 263, 437 637, 000
Hawaii 479, 456 830, 000
Total. . 2, 256, 017 8, 157, 000
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The progress of Philippine free sugar Imports is even more
startling ;

Tons
1921 147,212
1923 212, 308
1925 439, 07T
1927 473, 674
1929 ; : 637, 000

BUILDING MATERIAL

In the interest of the lumbermen of the State of Washington,
a tariff has been placed upon lumber and maintained upon logs.
It would appear a most foolish thing to maintain a tariff on
logs. We have heard so much about reforestation, and yet here
is an opportunity to let the logs come in from British Columbia,
have them manufactured by our laborers into lumber and
shingles, thereby saving our trees by the use of the Canadian
product. In the interest of a small number of brickmakers in
the vicinity of New York, who have had to compete with
brick from abroad, it is proposed to put a very considerable
tarifl on brick, tiles, conecrete, and so forth, and under the metals
schedule it is proposed to increase the tariff on iron and steel,
so that when you pay this tariff on these various building ma-
terials, it is estimated the cost of building in this country will
be increased by $500,000,000. This is bound to decrease construc-
tion work and prevent the building of many homes which might
otherwise be established. Half of all the lumber used in this
country is consumed on the farms—you can readily imagine
what this additional cost will be to the farmer whom we came
here to relieve.

BURGICAL INSTRUMENTS

I asked the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BAcCHARACH]
about the tax on surgical instruments and I want to pay my
very deepest respects to him. He answered the questions which
we asked him in a frank and able manner. He was so pleasant
and agreeable about it, that I am sure he made a very fine
impression not only on my left but likewise on my right.
[Applause.]

One of the most preposterous increases, it seems to me, is
this paragraph 359, surgieal instruments and parts thereof,
including hypodermic needles, hypodermic syringes, and for-
ceps. The duty on these is increased from 45 per cent to
70 per cent ad valorem. This is a charge upon the hospitals
of the country to which we are all asked to contribute in many
drives, many auxiliaries, and so forth; hospitals in which the
women do so much for their maintenance. Yet, here is a
Government adding additional cost to the 6,000 hospitals of
the country in order that a small industry of $2,000,000 may
have greater profits. When it comes to extracting money from
humanitarian institutions—laying tax upon the poor, distressed,
and sick—it is beyond my comprehension.

I might continue ad infinitum to speak of the increased tariff
upon the vast number of items in the bill, There are some
10,000 different articles covered by the bill. You can readily
understand how impossible it would be to deal with many
subjects in such a short space. I have therefore mentioned
just a few of the outstanding articles that you may see that
the Republican Party is still bent on adding more profits to
the great industries of our country, which have already be-
come fat at the expense of the American consumer. We hear
very little nowadays about protection because the phrase is
obsolete and has long been passed. To-day the Republican
Party is engaged in passing a prohibitive and embargo tariff
which must eventually leave the American consumer to the
octopus combines and monopolies of our land, Imported arti-
cles will soon becomre available to only the rich and the privi-
leged classes which feed upon the American consumer,

The high tariff placed upon the articles in this bill is not
the last word, however. The bill gives the President of the
United States power to increase the tariff on any specific
article or articles to the extent of 50 per cent increase. Con-
gress therefore divests itself of this great power of taxation
and makes it possible for one man to increase enormously the
tax burden upon the American people. Certainly this is going
far afield in granting increased power to the Executive head
and further centralizing the powers of government at Wash-
ington. The power to tax is the power to destroy.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Maryland
has expired.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman three
additional minutes.

Mr, LINTHICUM. When you note this 35 per cent increase
duty on surgical instruments, the increased duty on sugar and
the lumber, brick, tile, cement, and so forth, with which you
build ‘the homes of the people of the country, then glance at the
free list, does it not constitute a laughable sight?

FREE LIST

For_instance, I find that our old friend divi-divi is on the :

| free list, provided there is not any alcohol in it. I do not know
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why 50-50 was not also put on the free list. Certainly, “ Go
and get it” Is written for the monopolies in every one of the
460 pages of this bill and among the 120,000 words.

I notice also that eggs of birds, fish, and insects (except fish
roe for food purposes) are on the free list. If it is fish roe for
food purposes it is not on the free list,

1 also notice that fish imported to be used for purposes “ other
than food ™ is on the free list. If it is for food it must pay a
duty.

Then I notice something is here for these old, standpat
Republicans who believe in a high protective tarifi—* fossils”
are on the free list. [Laughter.]

Asafetida is on the free list and manna is on the free list.

It is boped that if some of our people by reason of the in-
crease in this tariff become so poor and so needy, perhaps by
putting “manna” on the free list we may get some donation
from Heaven, as Scripture relates. :

Then we admit bells free provided *they are broken,” If
you bring in a good bell and it makes a tune, it pays a duty, but
if it is a broken bell you ean-bring it in. I am surprised that
the men from Pennsylvania allowed them to put broken bells
on the free list to compete with our dear old Liberty Bell
which we cherish so deeply.

Mr. GLOVER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. LINTHICUM. I yield.

Mr. GLOVER. While the gentleman is on the free list, I
will ask if it is not true that they also leave ipecac on the
free list?

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes; ipecac is on the free list. It is
always free,

Then dried blood is on the free list.

Gentlemen, I bring to your attention these articles on the
free list—fossils, dried blood, broken bells, divi-divi, ipecac,
manna, and so forth.

Mr, COLE. Will the gentleman yield for a suggestion?

Mr. LINTHICUM. Certainly. I am always glad to yield
to my friend for a suggestion, just so the gentleman does not
bring in “blackstrap " questions,

Mr, COLE. Spruce and pine and fir and hemlock and all
building materials that we use are also on the free list.

Mr. LINTHICUM. I admit that spruce, pine, fir, and hem-
lock are on the free list, but the great mass of lumber which
we use has been transferred to the tariff schedule, as also all
other building materials. [Applause.]

I am sorry I have not more time. I should like to go into
the tariff question further and demonstrate how the increases
under the Republican administration have caused living costs
to mount and increased prices in other lines which are necessary
to our modern civilization. High taxes and high cost of the
necessaries of life have rendered it difficult for people to live
properly and healthfully and to educate their children.
[Applause.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CRowTHER].

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr, Chairman, I want to read an excerpt
from the annals of the First Congress in 1789, which may be of
interest to my friend from Maryland, Mr, LiNTHICUM. It iS as
follows :

[Excerpt from Annals of Congress (1st Cong.), vol. 1, April, 1789. Dut-
les on Imports. House of Representatives, Saturday, April 11]

Mr. Smith, of Maryland, presented a petition from the tradesmen,
manufacturers, and others, of the town of Baltimore, which was read,
setting forth: That, since the close of the late war and the completion
of the Revolution, they have observed with serious regret the manufac-
turing and the trading interest of the country rapidly declining, and the
attempts of the State legislatures to remedy the evil failing of their
object ; that, in the present melancholy state of our country, the number
of poor increasing for want of employment, foreign debts accumulating,
houses and lands depreciating in value, and trade and manufactures
languishing and expiring, they look up to the Supreme Legislature of the
United States as the guardians of the whole Empire, and from their
united wisdom and patriotism, and ardent love of their country, ex-
pect to derive that ald and assistance which alone can dissipate their
just apprehensions, and animate them with hopes of success in future, by
imposing on all foreign articles, which can be made in America, such
duties as will give a just and decided preference to their labors ; dis-
countenancing that trade which tends go materially to injure them and
impoverish their country; measures whieh, in their consequences, may
also contribute to the discharge of the national debt and the due support
of the Government; that they have annexed a list of such articles as
are or can be manufactured amongst them, and humbly trust in the
wisdom of the legislature to grant them, in common with the other
mechanics and manufacturers of the United States, that relief which
may appear proper.
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Ordered, That the sald petition be referred to the Committee of the
Whole on the state of the Union.

Mr. LINTHICUM. I do not think the gentleman will find
that they enacted a prohibitive or embargo tariff,

Mr. CROWTHER. I do not know what the gentleman means
by an embargo tariff. We have never had one. What you
called a prohibitive tariff in 1922 brought to our customhouses
the greatest imports in the history of the country. My Demo-
cratic colleagues made speeches on this floor ridiculing it. My
friend from Mississippi [Mr. CoLrier], my friend from Texas
[Mr. GarNer], my friend from Illinois [Mr. RAiNeY] all made
speeches and they wept copious tears and prophesied disaster,
they feared this old world might fall off into primeval chaos,
and the stars cease to shine if that wicked bill passed, and yet
since it became a law we have had the greatest period of pros-
perity that the country has ever enjoyed. [Applause.]

Mr, HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, FreAR].

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, in
the preparation of a tariff bill in the committee as well as in
the House, you have all minds to deal with. It is no farther
distance between the views of my friend from Iowa, Mr.
RamseyER, and the gentleman from New York, Doctor Crow-
THER, in their understanding of principles | go into a tariff
bill than there is between the gentleman from Tennessee, Mr.
HuLr and the gentleman from Texas, Mr. GARNER, the Demo-
cratic leader, And yet we are called together to frame a bill,
and do it so it will be satisfactory to the country. =

We on this side of the aisle, as some of you on that side, are
pledged to a protective tariff bill. I believe in real protection
but not in an embargo,

Our committee has had the benefit in private conferences of
the testimony and advice that come from experts from the
Tariff Bureau, They gave us only the data we asked for, and
we endeavored to write our conclusions fairly and without un-
due influence, I do not know that I need offer anything further
on that subject, for I want to take up and discuss particularly
another subject.

In Congress we represent our States as well as the country,
and we are compelled at times to become seriously engaged with
the interests of our district. Some men have districts whose
commercial progress may be due to steel, others to cotton, others
to sugar, as it is in case of Baltimore, represented by the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. LintHIcUM], who has just spoken,
The interests of our districts may have a large influence in
affecting our individual judgments. That is one of the things I
wish to deal with now. Because while I hope to support this
bill it is not satisfactory in several particulars. As was well
said by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Hawirey], however, we
are compelled to compromise on tariff bills,

I do want to eall attention to one proposition that is dan-
gerous politically, economically, and in other respects.

Let me say that while the gentleman who sits close at my
right, the gentleman from Colorado [Mr, TIMBERLAKE], is my
good friend—and I helped to get him additional time in which
to address you last Friday—he discussed the sugar tariff and
then inserted in his remarks in the Recorp a claim that I had
made some false statements. This did not occur in his speech
on the floor. I am not going to reply in kind, but T am prepared
to amplify every statement then made, and to call attention to
the effect that constituencies have upon those ecalled upon to
draft a tariff bill because it is especially important to under-
stand in the preparation of this sugar schedule,

BUGAR SCHEDULE INDEFENSIBLE

Mr, Chairman, I am frank to say that this one schedule in
the bill is abso